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Reconciliation. Only those management opportunities in URA Step 4 which 
which reqL=specific management decisions or policy determinations 

. have been carried across as MFP Step 1 recommendations. Those manage- 
ment opportunities which are covered by existing BLM policy and admini- 
strative procedures, are documented in this reconciliation. 

URA Step 4- 

Page 5, Paragraph 4: Agricultural trespass iands. 

The djsposal of these lands is covered under Unauthorized Use 
Termination and are shown on the MFP as L-l.Za,b,c,d. 

Page 2, Paragraph 5 : Utility Corridors. 

There is not enough specific information on future demand to 
be able to clearly analysis of the interactions associated 
with these corridors. They are being deferred until such time 
as enough specific demand exists to justify their establish- 
ment. 

Page 3, Paragraph 5: Contest of Class D road system. 

The jssue of which road belongs under who's jurisdiction will 
have to be handled administratively on a case-by-case basis. 

Page 4, Paragraph 3: Acquisition of legal access to the public 
lands. 

Documented access needs for specific resource probl'ems are 
contained in the recommendation sections for those resources. 

Page 5, Paragraph 1: Review of Public Water Reserves. 

Specific recommendation for the revocation or establishment of 

Public Water Reserves is deferred until.a.field review can be 
done to establish just which reserves need to be,addressed to 
specific action. 

Page 5, Paragraph 3: Cancellation of C&MU Multiple Use'Classi- 
fications. 

Action on these classifications requires further, specific 
instructions from the Washington Office. 

Page 6, Paragraph 6: Unauthorized Use #8, Advertising Sign, 

This action can be settled under existing administrative 
procedures. 



Page 7, Paragraph 4: Lands Quality #3, Advertising Sign. 

This problem can be handled under existing administrative 
procedures. 

Page 7, Paragraph 5: Lands Quality #4, Surface disturbance. 

This problem can be handled under existing administrative 
procedures. 

Page 7, Paragraph 6: Lands Quality 85, Pollution of the Virgin 
River. 

This problem can best be solved through the granting of the 
R&PP application filed by the Long Valley Sewer District on 
lands in the Vermilion Planning Unit. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name IAlFPj 

Zion 
Activity 

Lands 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES L-l 

Durkee 
Swain 
Fagan 

Objective: Make approximately 130 acres of public lands within the 
planning unit available in the next five years to meet public and pri- 
vate needs in that portion of Kane County covered by the planning unit. 

Jensen 
Dee 1978 Rationale: The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 author- 

izes the Secretary of Interior to manage the use and occupancy of the 
public lands in order to best meet the-national interest.' BLi! policy, 
as stated in Section 1602.1 of the Manual, further defines this policy 
by stating that where appropriate, BLM will provide public lands to help 
meet peoples' needs for growth and stability in their communities. 

The Zion URA, Step 3 documents the existance of demands on the public 
lands for new public service facilities. It also documents management 
problems associated with other existing facilities and uses. The Plan- 
ning Area Analysis further documents that a BLM response to these needs 
is justified. 

(tuslruclions on reverse) 
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i UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT . 

I 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (Al F P) 

Zion 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

Recommendation: L-l.1 Classify 20 acres of public lands within the 
planning unit for disposal under R&PP in response to the following 
identified needs (Table L-l). 

Sanitary landfill site in T. 40 S., R. 7 W., SLBM, Sec. 34, 
NE-aSEi$NE%. , for the towns of Orderville, Glendale and Mt. Carmel. (10 
acres) 

Support Needs: 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Land Reports 
Recreation Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Geologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Soils/Watershed Specialist - Field Exam and Reports _, 

Rationale: These communities have filed R&PP application U-13112 seek- 
ing authorization to lease this site for a sanitary landfill. Their 
existing operation on the site is not authorized by BLM nor is it certi- 
fied by State and Federal health officials. This site has been studied 
and found to be suitable for a landfill. Any final authorization of 
this use must be subject to the filing of additionaT materials outlining , 
the operation of the landfill. This operation material must meet State 
and Federal standards for landfills prior to any BLM authorization for 
land use. 

b. Sanitary landfill site in T. 39 S., R. 6 W., SLBM, Sec. 13, 
NE&NE&SE%., for the town of Alton. (10 acres) 

Rationale: The town of Alton is currently operating an open dump on 
private lands next to this parcel of public lands. State and Federal 
pressure is being applied to the town to convert this dump into a proper 
landfill operation. The town can be expected either to join other 
communities in the area in a joint operation or take steps to operate 
its own landfill. Given the potential for growth in the Alton area 
which might be expected-from coal development, the latter appears to be , 
the more likely option. In this case, these contiguous public lands 
will become necessary for such a future landfill operation. 

. ;-; ..-- -___-- --- 
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Interactions: See Attachment 
'2 

Alternative 1 - Accept L-l.la and l.lb in their entirety, 

Interactions: Minerals 1.2 - surface mining of coal 
Minerals reconciliation - Wining location 
Watershed 1.1 - frail watershed 

Alternative 2 - Reject applications for landfill uses proposed under L- 
't-la and l.lb. 

Interactions: Social need - fails to meet social need. .. . 

Alternative 3 - Reject Ll.lb while all-owing use under 1-l.la with spe- 
cial protection stipulations to protect frail watershed. 

Interactions: This alternative would eliminate the conflict with Water- 
shed 1.1 but would continue conflicts with Minerals 1.2 and reconcilia- 
tion. 

This alternative would satisfy the social need connected with L-l.la but I 
would fail to do so for the use in L-l.lb. 

Comparative Analysis. The denial of both of these recommendations would 
aggrevate the problem of trespass dumping in the Zion Unit. By allowing 
t-l.la, the major source of this problem would be taken care of. The 
denial of L-i.lb would not be too serious since most of the dumping use 
at this site is on private ground and the small portion of BLM involved 
could be handled in a different manner such as regular trespass. 

earn Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 3. 
-an 1979 
agan Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
une 1979 
ensen Decision. Approve the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 
an 1981 

Rationale. The multiple use recommendation is further supported by the 
fact that it has since been determined that all the area of the Alton 
site is on private land. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

I Lands 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Durkee Recommendation: L-l.2 make approximately 110 acres of public lands 
Jan 1979 within the planning unit available to the following applicants to 

satisfy the requirements of Public Sale Act of 1968 (Table L?l). These 
lands should be classified as suitable for agricultural disposal only to 
the extent that the applications are proper and the lands meet the. 
criteria established in BLM manual 2400. 

U-16298 filed by Kent S. Anderson in T. 41 S., R. 7 W.,SLBM, 
Sec. T+ (7.48 acres). 

b. U-16299 filed by C. Dean Anderson in T. 40 S.,' R. 7 W., SLBM, 
Sections 26 & 34 (13.25 acres). 

-cc. U-16512 filed by Roland Hall- in T. 41 S., R. 9 W., SLBM, 
Sections 11 & 12 (75 acres). 

d.' U-16479 filed by De Ralph Bunting in T. 40 S., R. 4.5 W., SLBM, 
Sec. 31 (12.5 acres). 

Support tieeds: 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Land Report 
Geologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Soil Scientist - Field Exam and Reports 
Appraiser - Appraisal Report 

Rationale: Under the Public Sale Act of 1968 (unintentional Agricul- 
tural Trespass .4ct), disposal by public sale is a legitimate solution to 
the trespass situations represented here. The Public Sale Act of 1968 
has expired, but under the terms of the Public Land Policy and Manage- 
ment Act of 1976, applications filed under UTA prior to 1973 are still 
valid and may be allowed. 

Interactions: See attachment. 

Alternative 1 - Allow all four UTA applications to go to paient as per 
L-1.2a, b, c, d. 

Team Interactions: Minerals reconciliation - locatable minerals la, 2a, 2c. 
Jan 1979 Minerals 1.1 - surface mining of coal 

Wildlife al' - deer winter range 
Recreation existing situation values 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
t 
Jlrl.*:rrrCiirJn.T fU1 rCrVrSl*1 Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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::!I 1979 

rL33 
J.rn 1979 

. 

Lean 
ian 1979 

‘earn 
'an I.979 
.agan 
une 1979 
ensen 
an 1981 

Alternative 2 

Interactions: 

Range 7.2 - loss of 2 AUMs 
Range 2.8 - loss of 2 AUE4.s 
Watershed 1.1 - Frail Soils 

- Reject all four L-l.Za, b, c, d in their entirety. 

This alternative would eliminate the conflicts with all 
resourceSI it would however create the problem of not considering what 
legal rights the applicants might have. 

_ Alternative 3 - Accept L-l.Za, b, & d, rejecting only L-l.&. 

Interactions: This would eliminate the conflicts for only L-l.Zc, 
specifically al'lowing retention on the deer winter range addressed in 
WL-2.1. The conflicts shown under Alternate 1 would continue for all 
other resources. 

Alternative 3 - Reject all four in the following order of priority: 
L-1.2c 
L-1.2b 
L-1.2a 
L-1.2d 

Interactions: This priority is established by the value of existing 
recreation values addressed in the URA Step 3 portion of Recreation. It 
would eliminate in order the other conflicts with all resources. It 
would also create problems with the legal rights of the applicants. 

Comparative Analysis - The relative loss of values in L-1.2a b, d are 
quite low and the case available for their applications is fairly good. 
L-1.2~ however covers a larger portion of ground (75 acres) and its 
application is weak. 

Plultiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1. 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Approve the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 



TABLE L-l 

Priority Number Type Location Acres Allotment 

1 

2 

L-1.2a PS T. 41 S., R. 7 W., 
Sec. 7 

L-1.2b PS T. 40 S., R. 7 W., 
Sections 26 and 34 

L-1.2c PS T. 41 S., R. 9 W., 
Sections 11 & 12 

L-1.2d PS T. 40 S., R. 4.5 W,, 
Sec. 31 

L-l.la R&PP T. 40 S., R. 7 W., 
Sec. 34, NE%SE%NE+ 

L-l.lb R&PP T. 39 S., R. 6 W., 
Sec. 13, NE%NEkSEk 

7.48 Sugar Knoll 

13.25 

75.00 

12.50 

10.00 

10.00 

Unalloted 

Coop Creek, 
)Ieadow Canyon, 
Burnt Flat 

Mill Creek 

Glendale Bench 

Lavanger Lake 

_ . . ._. _ . . ..w ., 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIiE INTERIOR 
BUHEAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (AlFP j 

Zion 
Activity 

Lands 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES L-2 

Durkee 
Swain 
Fagan 
Jensen 

Objective: Make public lands within the Zion Planning Unit available 
for small scale rights-of-way serving local trnasportation and utility 
needs. The suitability of applied for rights-Jf-way will be judged on a 
case-by-case basis. Use of authority for the termination of rights-of- 
way will be used as needed to assure compliance with the conditions and 
stipulations of rights-of-way grants. 

Dee 1978 Rationale: Demand for rights-of-way on public lands within the planning 
unit will increase as population levels in the area increase. BLM 
policy, as stated in Section 1602.1 of the manual, is to provide public 
lands where appropriate to help peoples' needs for the growth and sta- 
bility of their communities. 

Authority for this policy is provided by Title..V of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976. FLPMA also addresses unauthorized 
use of rights-of-way on the public lands in Section 506, stating that 
nonuse or noncompliance may be grounds for suspension or termination of 
rights-of-way. 

- - 
~l~4st7uctrons on reverse) Form 1600-3-O (April 1975) 
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.I 
I 

I Team 

i 

Jan 1979 

Team 
‘an 1979 

1 Team 
; Jan 1979 

I 
Team 
Jan I979 

I 

! 
.f Team 
i Feb 1979 
1 Fagan 

June 1979 
._ Jensen 

Jan 1981 

Recci~nendation L-2.1. Make public lands in T. 40 S., R. 4.5 W., SLBY, 
Sections 19,2U,21,and 33 available to Kane County for use as a road 
right-of-way (table L-2). 

Support Fleeds: 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam, Trespass Settlement and Land Reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Reports 

Rationale: The lands in question are already in use by the county which 
maintains a road across them. The authorization of RS-4477 under which 
the county has c laimed these roads, in fact, does not operate on these 
lands which have been withdrawn since 1910 pending their classification 
for coal values. Because of the segregative effect of these withdrawals, 
Kane County will require a right-of-way under Title V of FLPMA in order 
to properly authorize the continued use of these roads. 

Interactions: See attachment. 

Alternative 1 - Accept L-2.1 as written 

Interactions: Watershed 1.4 - treatment of stream channels 

Alternativk 2 - Reject L-2.1 in its entirety 

Interactions: Eliminates all conflicts 

Alternative 3 - Accept l-2.1 with special stipulations, as identified in 
an EAR, to protect watershed values addressed in N-1.4 

Interactions: Protects.watershed values 

Comparative Analysis - This county road already exists, although not in 
a legally authorized manner. BLM is going to have to take some step to 
see that it is given such authorization. 

Multiple Use Recommendation - Accept Alternative 3 

Area Wanager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team rec'ommendation. 

Decision. Approve the Area Hanager's multiple use recommendation. 

soft.. 
z:-. r~ft.l~*!l additional strcyts if ncedccl - .._ .-- ..- ---.--.. -L--y--, .---=.. __.- ---.------ _._.__ I_- -_-- ._-- - --’ 
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. TABLE L-2 

Priority Number Type Location A‘ilotment 

1 L-2.1 R/W T. 40 S., R. 4.5 \I. Mii 1 Creek 
SLBM, Sections 19, 20 Deer Spring 
21, 29, 30 & 33. Point 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TilE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND M.NAGEMENT 

Name f,UFP! 

Zion 
Activity 

Lands 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 Objective Ncmbcr 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES L-3 -. -_ 

Durkee Objective: 
Swain 

flake public lands in the Zion Planning Unit available as 
rights-of-way for major industrial, transportation and utility systems 

Fagan 
Jensen 

associated with the development of energy resources within the unit. To 
the extent practical, these systems will be confined to clearly desig- 

Dee 1978 nated corridors with the intent of preventing the random proliferation 
of such systems at random throughout the unit. 

Rationale: The planning area analysis for Kane County documents the 
potential for major energy-related development within the planning unit. 
Should such development occur, the Zion Planning Unit will be impacted 
by the construction of systems to remove, process, and transport the 
coal resources located within the unit. Section 501(a) of FLPMA author-‘ 
izes the Secretary of Interior to grant rights-of-way across the public 
lands for such purposes. 

Section 501(a) of FLPMA also states that "In order to minimize adverse 
environmental impacts and the proliferation of separate rights-of-way 
the utilization of rights-of-way in common shall be required to the 
extent practical." While no formal regulations or guidelines have been 
forthcoming on the establishment of corridors, the analysis of potential 
corridors at this time, should facilitate any future action which may be 
mandated. 

(t..dtuclions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TtfE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Lands 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

1urkee Recommendation L-3.1: Approve the granting of right-of-way application 
Jan 1979 U-37S27, fil.ed by Utah International Corporation for well sites, water 

pipelines, electric power lines and industrial plant sites in T. 39 S., 
R. 5 W., and T. 40 S., R. 5 W. Approval of this application is subject 
to the completion and approval of all environmental analysis involved in 
the proposed development (table L-3). 

Support Needs: 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Environmental Assessment 

Rationale: This right-of-way application reflects coal leases already 
issued by BLM. The issuance of these leases gives Utah International, 
the lessee, the vested right to develop the coal covered by the leases. 
This right is limited only by conditions established through environ- 
mental analysis. In fact, the leas&s contain clauses requiring produc- 
tion to begin by 1980 if ihe leases are to remain in full force. 

Interactions: 
.n &. , 

Alternative 1 

ream Interactions: 
Jan 1979 

Alternative 2 - Reject L-3.1 in its entirety 

Team 
Jan 1979 

See attachment. 

- Accept L-3.1 in its entirety 

Wildlife.existing situation - loss of habitat 
Recreation - existing situation - loss of values 
Recreation - 3.1 - Limit on OR!/ use 
Recreation - 1.2 - Limit potential for Bald Knoll site 
VRM - 1.1 - Violate VRM classes in several places 
VRM - 1.3 - Visual intrusions 
Forestry existing situation - fuel wood values and ponderosa 
pine sites 
Watershed 1.4 - treatment of stream channels 
Watershed 1.5 - Treatment of stream channels 
Watershed Existing Situation - frail soils, etc. 

Eliminates conflicts with all resources. Creates a - . _ . s .a Interactions: 
problem with Utah International’s right to develop Its coal leases. 

Alternative 3 - Accept L-3.1 with special stipulations to protect the 
values addressed in the various resource conflicts. This acceptance 
will be based on required environmental analysis. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 

~l#l.~:r,,c,,o,1.s r,,, rc,‘ers<‘) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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Interactions: This alternative should serve to allow t&e; application 
9 while protecting the resource values involved. 

Ccmparative Analysis - Utah International's ability and Grclination to 
develop its coal leases along the lines of their existing application is 
dependent on the approval of the Allen-Harner Valley ES. Only with such 
approval does the existing L-3.1 recommendation make se~e. Therefore, 
any decision really must be based on the completion of ,&llen-Marner 
Valley. 

-. .*. 
. ";l,>l Multiple Use Recommendation - Accept L-3.1 with the conba'tion that-all 
=?a 1979 needed ES effort be completed and approved and that stipulations from 

these ES's be included in any grant in order to protect resource values. 

.=agan Area Manager's tiultiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
Jc?ne 1979 
f2nsen Decision. Approve the Area Manager's multiple use recmendation. 
A-I 1981 

. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ItiTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND hIANAGEbIENT 

-Lands 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
OverIay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Durkee Recommendation L-3.2. 
Jan 1979 covered by 

Establish Utility Corridor L-3.2 along the route 
right-of-way application U-31542, filed by the Black filesa 

Pipeline Company through upper Kanab Creek. This corridor will be 0.5- 
mile wide with an overall length of approximately 6 miles, covering 
approximately 1,500 acres of public lands. -All types of utility and 
transportation systems will be allowed within this corridor. 

Support 3eeds: 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Recreation Specialist - Field Exam and.Reports 
Botanist - Field Exam and Reports 
Watershed Specialist - 
Archaeologist - 

Field Exam and Reports 
Field Exam and Reports 

Geologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Engineer - Field Exam and Reports 

Rationale. This corridor reflects the primary existing route for the 
transportation'of coal out of the coal field at Alton for transportat 
to the Harry Allen and Warner Valley power plants. 

Team Interactions: See attachment 
Jan I979 

Alternative 1 - Accept L-3.2 as written 

ion 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Interactions: Forestry - existing situation - fuel wood and ponderosa 
pine sites 
Wildlife existing situation - loss of habitat 
Recreation 1.2 -'interfere with Bald Knoll site 
Recreation 3.1 - restrict ORV use 
Recreation existing situation - degradation of scenic 
values 
Watershed - Existing Situation - frail soils, etc. 

Alternatve 2 - Reject L-3.2 

Team Interactions: Rejection of the corridor contemplated by L-3.2 would 
Jan 1979 eliminate all existing negative interactions with other resources. 

It would however have a negative impact on the ability of users of Alton 
coal users to ship coal away from the field via pipeline etc. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed - - -- 
~irts:nrc.:i4iu~ ~0, rrlx=rsc~~ Form lG(lO-21 (April 1975) 
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yean 
hn 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
'eb 1079 
zc' 
1t.A 179 

Jensen 
Ian 1981 

Alternative 3. Reject L-3.2 in favor or the totally different, alter- 
nate route available down Johnson Canyon which is covered by Recommenda- 
tion L-3.3. This route (L-3.3) matches the decision reached in the 
Vermilion NFP to use the route which ties into Johnson Canyon. 

Interactions - This alternative will eliminate all resource interactions 
associated with L-3.2 but will still five Black Mesa Pipeline a route 
which can be used to move coal out of the Alton area. 

Alternative 4 - Accept L-3.2 but subject to completion of Allen-Warner 
Es and ,decisions stemming from it. If Allen-Warner is approve, L-3.2 
should contain special stipulations to protect those resource values 
addressed in the conflicts in Alternative 1. These stipulations should 
be the end product of Allen-Warner. 

Interactions: This a7ternative will allow the development of right-of- 
way in association with the development of the Alton coal fields and 
with the Allen-Warner Valley project while still protecting to the 
maximum those resource values addressed in Alternative 1. 

Comparative Analysis - The development of the Alton coal fields will 
require the large scale shipment of coal etc. out of the area. Unless 
some effort is made to identify general routes to be used, future sues 
will require completely new planning and ES efforts. 

Multiple Use Recommendation - Approve Alternative 3. 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Modify Alternative 2 to 
reject route recommended, but allow a corridor connecting to Johnson 
Canyon. This action is also the same as in the Vermilion MFP to reject 
this route as a coal slurryline corridor. 

Decision. Reject the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 
Accept the MFP Step 1 L-3.2 recommendation pursuant to the Secretary of 
the Interior decision on the Allen-Warner Valley project made in January 
1981. 

Rationale. An environmental impact statement was developed on the 
Allen-Warner Valley project. The Secretary's decision is based on the 
analysis in the EIS and it is the controlling decision. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Durkee Recommendation L-3.3. Establish Utility corridor L-3.3 along County 
Jan 1979 Road #lo through Johnson Canyon, from the southern edge of the planning 

unit, north to the plant site designated in Utah International's right- 
of-way application U-37927. This corridor will extend for 0.5mile on 
either side of the road and will extend approximately 7 miles in length 
covering approximately 4,000 acres of public lands. Utility systems 
such as electric transmission lines will be allowed over the entire 
width of the corridor. Transportation systems such as underground coal 
slurry pipelines will be allowed only in the bottom of the' Johnson 
Canyon drainage.‘ No major surface systems such as railroads will be 
allowed in this corridor. 

Support Needs: 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Recreation Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Botanist - Field Exam and Reports 
Watershed Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Geologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Engineer - Field Exam and Reports 
Environmental Assessment 

Rationale: This corridor reflects the secondary north-south transporta- 
tion route within the planning unit. It follows topographical features 
which are suitable for underground systems or for other systems which 
are not dependent on specific terrain features. This route is also 
designated as a current alternative to the coal slurry pipeline involved 
in L-3.2. This corridor is not taken north of Utah International's 
processing plant site since the lands north of the site are almost 
entirely private. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

flu.~:?tIctt~lt?c 0,) rcl’cr.v,-) 
- 
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interactions: See attachment. 

Alternative 1 - Accept 1.3.3 as written 

Interactions: Watershed - Existing Situation - frail soils, etc. 

Alternative 2 - Reject L-3.3 

interactions: Eliminates all resource interaction 

A? ternativo 3 - Accept L-3.3 but subject to stipulations to deal with 
frail soils problem and to approval of the Allen-Warner Valley ES and 
those mitigating measures identified in it. 

Interactions; This alternative allows the development of rights-of-way 
etc. associated with the Alton coal field and the A-WV Project while 
still allowing for the protection of other resource values. 

Comparative Analysis - The development of the Alton coal fields will 
require large scale transportation of coal and other forms of energy in 
and out of this area. Unless some effort is made to identify general 
routes to be used, future uses will require completely new planning and 
ES efforts. At the same time other resource values can and should be, 
protected to the maximum extent possible. 

Multiple Use Recommendation Accept Alternative 3. 

Area Manaqer's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Reject the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. See 
decision for L-3.2. 



TABLE 3 
. 

Priority Number Type Location Acres Allotment 

1 L-3.1 R/W T. 40 S., R. 5 W. 85 Lower Sink Valley 
Sets. 7,8,9,10, Upper Sink Valley 
14,15,17,18,19,20, Upper Place 
22,28,33,34 and 35 Black Rock 

Bald Knoll 
Mark Point 

L-3.2 R/W T. 40 S., R. 5 W. 24 Burnt Cedar ?oint 
Sec. 31. Lower Sink Valley 
T. 40 S., R. 6 W., Black Rock 
Sets. 34 and 35 
T. 41 S., R:6'W., 
Sets. 3 & 4 

3 L-3.3 R/W T. 39 S., R. 5 W. Negilible 
T. 40 S., R. 5 W. Burnt Cedar Point 
T. 40 S., R. 6 W. Upper Sink Valley 
T. 41 S., R. 5 W. Cove, Robinson Creek 

Black Rock, Mark 
Point 

.- ~ ^. . . -.. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TlIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Durkee 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Name I.\lFP) 

iion 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation L-3.4. Approve the granting of Title V, FLPNA rights-of- 
way to Kane County to cover major road upgrading and realignment efforts 
required in conjunction with the development of the Alton coal fields. 
This recommendation covers only existing county roads. New roads, not 
covered by the rights-of-way granted to Utah International as part of 
its coal lease development progr-"1 all, which the County desires to obtain 
must be applied for as new rights-of-ways (table L-3). 

Support Needs: 

Realty specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Botanist - Field Exam and Reports 
Engineer - Field Exam and Reports 
Environmental Assessment 

i Rationale. Kane County has comm 
existing road system in order to 
they be developed. 

tted itself to upgrading parts of its 
serve the Alton coal fields, should 

Since RS-2477 has been repealed, the statutory right-of-way grants which 
the County is entitled to have become fixed. Any revision of these 
roads which takes them outside of the 66-foot right-of-way granted under . 
RS-2477, will require amendment under Title V of FLPMA. 

Interactions: See attachment 

Alternative 1 - Accept L-3.4 as written 

Interactions: Recreation - Existing URA Values 
VRM - 1.3 - additional intrusions 
Watershed 1.1 - Frail watersheds 

Alternative 2 - Reject L-3.4 . 

Interactions: Eliminates all resource conflicts. 

Negatively effect Kane County's ability to provide services in associa- 
tion with the development of the Alton coal fields. 

Alternative 3 - Accept L-3.4 but with special stipulations to be includ- 
ed in any right-of-way grant to protect resource values and mitigate the 
impacts addressed in Alternative 1. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

8 Ill.~:rfl~‘:tollF 0,) TCI’Prfc’) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Interactions: Allows upgrading of roads needed in conjunction with the 
!9 development of the Alton coal fields but with protection for the values 

which may be impacted thereby. 

fmarative Analysis - Development of the Alton Coal fields is going to 
require upgraded transportation systems, many of which will be the 
responsibility of Kane County. To the extent that other resource 
values can be protected, at least in part, these developments should be 
allowed. 

:‘pm %ltiple Dse Recommendation - Accept Alternative 3. 
-22 1979 
Fqan Area Wanager's kltiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
Lzne 1979 
&risen Decision. Approve the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 
3an 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT 01; THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LAND%iANAGEWNT 

Name f:\IFP) 

Zion 
Activity 

Lands 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

L-4 

Durkee Objective: Insure that the administrative jurisdiction of all public 
Swain lands within the planning unit conforms to appropriate statutes. 
Fagan 
Jensen Rationale: Section 204(l) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
Dee I978 of 1976 mandates the review of all withdrawals of the public lands which 

segregate against mineral location. In the absence of a Congressional 
resolution indicating otherwise, the Secretary of Interior may act to 
terminate withdrawals other than those made by act of Congress. 

Section 202(d) of FLPMA states that "Any classification of public lands 
or any land use plan in effect on the date of enactment of this Act, is 
subject to review in the land planning process conducted under this 
section and all public lands, regardless of classification, are subject 
to inclusion in any land use plan developed pursuant to this section. 
The Secretary may act to modify or terminate any such classification 
consistant with such land use plans." 

(h,,attuclioas on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 

I .  -_ - .  
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MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK ‘PLAN 

. RECO~~~.~EN~ATIC)N-ANAiYSIS-DECISION 
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Overl.r)- r:CfC.rf:l:C 

S&P4 Step 3 
-- 

i Durker 
i Jan 1979 

t 
1 
: 
I 

1 
/ 
' Team 

/ 

Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

1 Team 
. . Feb 1979 
' Fagan 

June 1979 
Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Reco:?nendation L-4.!: Approve the revocation of Coal Classification 
Uitlidrawal U-l in T. 40 S., R. 4 II. (Table L-4)- 

Support Needs: 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Geologist - Field Exam and Reports 

Rationale: The State Director, Utah State Office, Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment has requested authorization from the Secre%ary of Interior to 
publish a blanket revocation of the remainder 0-f Withdrawal U-l. Consid- 
eration of this action in the land use plans for the Zion Planning Unit 
will facilitate future action on the withdra'wal as it affects the plan- 
ning unit. 

Interactions: See attachment 

Alternative 1 

Interactions: 

- Accept L-4.1 as written 

Recreation - Existing values - loss of recreational 
values. 
VRM - Existing values - loss of scenic quality 

- Reject L-4.1 Alternative 2 

Interactions: Eliminates conflicts with recreational and scenic values. 

Has a negative impact on BLM's mandate to review and revoke outdated 
withdrawals. 

Comparative Analysis - FLPMA orders that BLM examine all withdrawals 
which segregate against mineral entry, which U-l involved in this recom- 
mendation does. The State Office has already asked the WO for permis- 
sion to revoke U-l. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1. 

Area Wanager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Approve the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 

::..,,. A::.~~.ir dditional shwts. if necdctl ,._,__ ..- ::. .-_.. -__ __ - ,_ 
------ -. _._-- __._. ._----- ---------- -- ---- 

: ,,.‘:..I. ,.I, !.I! ,.,<*.I Form !i:.‘>(I-21 (April l‘.bT.;j 

.-. -- ._ _....___ __ -.__ -.. --- .__- .---v 



TABLE L-4 

Priority Nmber Type Location Acres Allotment 

1 L-4.1 Wl d T. 40 S., R. 4 W. 14,118 Deer 
Spring Pt. 

Rev. Sets. 4,5,6,7,8, Mill Creek 
9,16,17,18,19,20, Ford \!ell 
21,28,29,20,31,32, 
33. 



HFP Interaction 

Actfvity end Recoaunendation L-l.1 a and b. 

Date 6 Resource Interactions 
Surname and Rec. No's. 

, 

What is the 
Interaction, How Much, and Where 

Possible to 
Modify Without 

Compromise 

Would ?&epting Conflicting 
Recommendation Eliminate 

All or Part of Your 
Pe_con~mendaCion 

11-24-78 M-IA. 

11-24-78 

H-Za 

M-l.2 

u-1.1 

R-3.1 

FL-URA Values 

VA-l.1 VRM Classes 

(-) The lands resource reconrnends disposal of the 
surface to several towns for landfills. 

(-) All minerals would remain in federal ownershtp. 
This split estate could inhibit locatable and 
leaseable mineral exploration and possible mineral 
discovery on these lands. 

(-1 The lands resource proposes a sanitary landfill 
where the land Is under coal lease and is suitable 
for surface mining of coal. A landfill and surface 
coal mining are not compatable; 10 acres is involved. 

(-) Lands-l.1 recommends disposal of 10 acres 
of frai.1 watershed recommended for elimination of 
livestock to improve erosion lo %!.l. Spring 
Hollow Allotment. 

(-) 20 acres would not be available for ORV use. 
DRY - leave a!1 lands open. 

(-1 Scenic quality would be degraded at the landfill 
sites and on adjacent lands. More impact would occur 
at l.la; more vlsable, sensitive area. 

(-) A sanitary landfill could not meet VRM class 
standards oven in a IV area. The dumps would be 
visual intrusions. 

NO No, because all minerals would remain 
in federal ownership. they would not 
he entirely "lost"; hut the split 
estate could inhihit exploration and 
development of all minerals. 

No 

No 20 acres 

Partial - keep the 
landfill clean - no 
;l&ng or burning 

Yes 

Partial, same as above. 

Would eliminate only a small part 
of total recommendatfon, 10 acres 
out of 5,423. 

. 



Activity and Recommendation L-1.2(b). 

MFP Interaction 

Date 6 Resource Interactions 
Possible to 

Would Accepting Conflicting 

What is the 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Compromise Rccot,ipendation 

w-1.1 (-) L-1.2b is recommending agricultural disposal of Yes 
13 acres of frail watershed recommended for removal 

A small amount of frail watershed 

of livestock in W-1.1. (Spring Hollow Allotment). 
would be disposed of. 

. 

11-24-78 

Present Situation This area receives considerable us by deer during 
the winter. Presently, vegetation on this area 
is primarily intermediate wheatgrass, sagebrush, and 
gambel oak. If this land is disposed, it could be entirely 
converted to grass or dry farmed and the importance 
to deer would be reduced or eliminated. Possible 10 
RUM loss for deer, 

(A) R-URA Values 

(8) R-URA Values 

(-) Area has potential for scenic.recovery to a more 
natural condition; foreground from US-89. Loss of 
some non-consumptive wildlife habitat management 
potential - near a riparian zone. 

(-) Same as a. 

No 

(C) R-URA Values 

(0) R-URA Values 

RM-1.2 

RM-2.8 

U-la 
H-26 
M-2c 
M-l.1 

(-) Area has good potential for scenic recovery; fore- No 
ground and highly sensitive as seen from State Highway 15 
into Zion National Park. Also deer hahitat area that could 
be better managed for hunting/viewing opportunities. 

(-) Deer Habitat area could he better managed for 
hunting/viewing opportunities. 

No 

Lahd recommendation to sale 75 Acres (L-1.2) of federal 
land will reduce 2 AUMs from Flume Hollow Allotment if 

No 

done during the interim. 

Land recommendation to sale 75 acres (L-1.2) of federal 
land will reduce 2 RUMS from Flume Hollow Allotments. 

(-) The lands resource recommends disposal of the 
surface to a private owner on ahout 108 acres. All 
minerals would remain in federal ownership. However, 
this split estate could inhibit locatable mineral, 
coal, oil and.gas exploration and possible discovery 
on the lands. 

No 

Part 

No, because all minerals would 
remain in federal ownership. 
They would not he initially 
"lost" hut the split estate 
could inhihit exploration and 
development of locatable 
minerals, oil and gas, and coal. 

i 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation L-2.1 

Date 6 Resource Interactions 
Surname and Rec. No's. 

W-l.4 

What is the 
Interaction, How Much, and Where 

L-2.1 recommends granting a road right-of-way 
across two stream channels recommended for 
treatment. Erosion could possibly be in- 
creased along these areas unless proper 
erosion control stipulations are incorporated. 
Allotments: Mill Creek, Deer Springs. 

Possible to 
Modify Without 

Compromise 

NO 

Would Accepting Conflfcting 
Recommendation Eliminate 

All or Part of Your 
Rcrorvendation -A---. 

hone, if proper erosion control 
measures are taken at the 
channel crossings. 

R-URA Values (t) Better recreational access. 

. . . .l..YRrn .n...r. s-m IT..” .I”. .11111r1 ,,,.I”,,. .I, -I*.. .VY...F rYF”l#n..Y. In”mm 
B”n 



MFP Interaction 

t 

Activity and Aecomsmndation L-3.1 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date R Resource Interactions 
Recommendation Eliminate 

What is the 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where 

Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Compromise Rcco~~~cndntion 

Present Situation (-) L-3.1 recommends granting right-of-way 
application for plpellnes, electrfc power 

Could negatively impact a 

lines, and industrial plant sites on frall 
small portion of the total 

watershed areas. 
22,070 acres of frail water- 
shed areas. 

w-1.5 

W-l.4 

Allotments 

4112 Sink Valley 

4129 Upper Place 
4008 Black Rock 

Miles or Acres of Overlay 

0.5 miles of pipe and powerllnes 
1 plant site 
0.25 miles of pipeline 
0.75 miles of pipeline and power-line 

L-3.1 recommends granting right-of-way application for 
pipeline, electric powerlines and an industrial 
plant site along a section of road recommended 
for closing to reduce erosion in W-1.5. Allotment - 
Upper Place. Road would probably be upgraded. 

L-3.1 recommends granting right-of-way application for 
pipelines. Electric powerllnes, and an industrial 
plant site along 0.2 miles of stream channel re- 
commended for treatment to reduce erosion (W-1.4). 

Allotment Drainage 

Bald Knoll Dald Knoll Hollow 

Present Situation 

, 

Approval of the right-of-way would result in the 
eventual loss of some wildlife habitat. The 
exact size and location of the projects involved 
are unknown, so impacts to wildlife cannot be analyzed. 
Impacts and mitigating measures would have to be analyzed 
in the CAR. Maximum AU!4 loss for deer is 9 AiJMs. 
Additional projects in same right-of-way could 
result in loss of additional wildlife habitat - 
maximum of about 500 AUHs. 

R-URA Values (-) Major negative impacts on a regional scale. 
Some Rec. use would increase with more people 
in the region causing more competition for land 
uses such as deer hunting. Prlmltive values would 
be adversely affected by actual developments and 
by creation of industrial characteristics on an 
otherwise natural landscape. 
degraded. 

Scenic quality would be 

Partial but with 
little success. 

Uould elfminate all. 

..- 



i 

, Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

R-3.1 (-) PRV use would be restricted around facilities .PartiaI - access should Part 
ORV - leave all and along some right-of-ways. remain' fully unrestricted 
lands open 

(t) ORV use would probably increase. 

R-l, .2 
Bald Knoll 

(-) Some facilities are proposed on Bald Knoll which lot really - Oald Knoll 
would severely limit potential for lntrepretive itself should not be used, 
developments. Even if facilities were only constructed thereby preserving this 
on adjacent lands the cnne would stlI1 be degraded interesting geological 
because it would be taken out of its natural context. feature for future de- 

velopment. 

w-1.1 
V&i Classes 

(-) VRM classes would be violated in a number of 
places, the industrialized characteristics of the 
proposal would be out of place, scenic degradation 
would be widespread, highly noticable. 

Some 

VR-1.3 
Close Unnec. roads 

(-) More roads would be created increasing the number 
of road scar visual instructions. 

Some 

RM-2.8 

11-24-78 H-1.2 (t) Lands recommends granting of ROW's which are part 
of the Alton coal development. This would support 
development of surface mined coal. 

None 

Lands recommends approval of right-of-way application 
for water pipelines and electrical power lines. These 
right-af-ways will be 100 feet wide after rehabilitation 
of these areas a're complete there will be an increase 
in AUMs on the disturbed areas. 

RR-I.2 Lands recommends approval of right-of-way application 
for well sites water pipelines, electrical power lines 
and industrial plant sites. The right-of-ways for 
pipelines and electrical power lines will be 100 feet 
wide. After rehabilitation of these areas are complete 
there will be an increase in AUMs on the disturbed areas 
if done during the interim. 

Part 

Part . 

No 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation L-3.2 and 3.3 (Corridors) 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Recommendatfon Eliminate 
Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

12/26/70 Forest URA Values If right of ways are authorized 'in either of Yes N/A 
these corrfdor routes, vegetative products should 
be offered for sale or free use harvest prior to 
construction activity. 

Present Sftuation; 
Frail Watershed. soils 

Present Situation 

Scattered ponderosa pine occur. in both of these 
corridor routes. This species should be avoided 
during initial survey for any right-of-way, If 
ponderosa removal cannot be avoided, impacted trees 
should be offered for sale or free use disposal. 

Lands-3.2 recommends granting right-of-way for 
coal slurry pipeline across frail watershed areas 
in two allotments. Construction and excavation 
could increase erosion. 

Allotments uqe of Frail Soil-R/W Overlay 

4112 Sink Valley 330 acres 
4048 Four Mile 50 acres 

Approval of the right-of-way would result in the 
loss of wildlife habitat along the entire slurry line to 
a width of approximately 50 feet if the project is 
developed. Impacts and mitigating measures would have 
to be analyzed in the EAR. Maximum AUM loss for deer 
is 3 AUFls. Additional projects in right-of-way could 
result in additional loss of wildlife habitat. Maximum, 
of about 1,000 AUMs. 

R-l.2 (-) Facilities for coal slurry preparation would 
place Bald Knoll iti an unnatural, industrialized 
landscape. 

Little 

. 
R-3.1 
DRV- leave all lands open, 

(-) ORV use would be restricted around facilities Little 
and along pipeline right-of-way 

Interpretive quality would be 
degraded. 

Part ' 

Recreation-URA Values (-1 Scenic quality would be degraded at facflities Some 
and along pipeline. 

(-) Primitive values would be adversely affected 
in several places but particularly in the upper 
Kanab Creek area. 

Little 



W Id Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to komnendation Elimtnate 

Date L Resource lnteractfons What Is the ' Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interactfon, How Fluch, and Where Compromise Recomrendatfon 

11/24/70 M-l.2 (t) Lands recommends granting of a pipeline rfght- WA NO 

of-way as part of the Alton Coal development. This 
would support development of,surface mined coal. 

AM-l.2 Lands recommendation to eitablfsh a utility COrFfdOF 

which will contain all types of transport systems except 
railroad. After rehabilitation of these transport 
systems, an anticipated increase in AUfls is expected if 
the lands recommendation is done during the interim. hew 
service roads will cause a small decrease in existing 
AUl+s . 

Lands recommendation to establish a utility corridor 
which will contain all types of transport systems 
except railroads. After rehabilitation of these 
transport systems, an anticipated increase in AUMs is. 
expected. hew service roads will cause a small decredse 
in existing AUNs. 

Rn-2.8 

II I,/,/,, /,I ,, I, ,UII 88, ,/ 8, I, “II * ,I ,I 1 



MFP Tnteractlon 

Activity and Recmmendatfon L-3.3 
t 

Date A Resource Interactions 
Surname and Rec. No%. 

What is the 
Tnteractlon, How Much, and Where 

Possible to 
Modify Without 

Comprorni se 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Recommendation Eliminate 

All or Part of Your 
Recow cnda tf on 

Present Situation Soils (-) Lands-3.3 recommends granting of right- 
of-way for utility corridor across sandy 
soils with high potential for wind erosion, 
poor suitability for seeding and rehabflitatlon. 

Allotments Acreage of Sandy Soil 

4129 Johnson Canyon, 380 
4008 Black Rock 250 

535 
i 

11/24/10 n-1.2 

@I-1.2 

m-2.8 

(t) Lands recommends granting of road rlghts- 
of-ways as part of the Alton Coal development. 
This would support development of surface 
mined coal. 

Lands recommendation to establish a utility 
corridor which will contain all types of transport 
systems except railroads. After rehabilitation 
of these transport systems, an anticipated increase 
in AUIls Is expected if the lands recommendation is 
done dut,ing the interim. 

Land recommendation to establish a utility corrfdor 
which will contain al! types of transport systems 
except FaflFOad. After rehabilitation of these 
transport systems, an anticipated increase in AUHS IS 
expected. 

N/A . No 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recceunendatlon L-3.4 

PossLble to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Recommendation Eliminate 
Date ii Resource Interactions What Is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No%. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

w-1.1 L-3.4 recommends granting a right-of-way 
to allow major upgrading of a road 
that crosses frail watershed areas. Erosion 
could possibly be increased along these 
areas unless proper erosion control stip- 
ulations are incorporated. 

R-l.2 
Raid Knoll Interpretive 
development 

Allotments Miles of Roads 

4048 Four Mile 1.0 

(+I Access to Raid Knoll would be improved 

Recreation-URA Values (+) Better recreational access 

VR-1.3 
Close unnecessary 

(-) Wider, more heavily used roads may degrade 
aesthetic qualities. 

roads 
(-) New roads created by increased human activity 
would be new visual intrusions. 

II ,I, I/, 1 8, ,I, I,, ,a, “, 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Reccmmendation L-4.1. Revocation of Coal Classifkation Withdrawal. 

Would AcceptinglConflicting 
Possible to Reconmcndation Eliminate 

All or Part of Your 
Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Uithout 

and Rec. No’s. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise t!ccor~llx?ndation 
Surname 

Recreation-URA Values (-) Coal mining results in negative Impacts Partial 
to most recreational values. I 

VRM 

. 

(-) Coal mining results in degradation of 
scenic qualities. 

Partial 



Reconciliation of URA Step 4. The following opportunities were identi- 
fied in URA Step 4, but are not being brought forward as ?lFP recommenda- 
tions. 

1. Locatable Plinerals Opportunities 

M-1A All Locatable Yinerals. The opportunity to protect and fur- 
ther identify the i dentified-subcconomic deposits of gypsum, limestone, 
and uranium and to xplore for all other locatable minerals would in- 
volve keeping the uni' 't open to exploration and mining ciaim location 
under the general mining laws. All arei;s presently open to exploration 
and location will remain open unless some action is taken to the con- 
trary. Therefore, no recommendation is necessary to accomplish this 
opportunity. 

2. Leasable Minerals Opportunities 

M-2A Coal. The opportunity to protect and ftlrther identify the 
identified-subeconomic deposits of coal would involve keeping these 
deposits open to exploration. All areas are presently open and will 
remain open unless some action is taken to the contrary. Therefore, no 
recommendation is necessary to accomplish this opportunity. 

M-2B Geothermal Steam. The opportunity to explore for and possibly 
identify geothermal steam involves keeping the potential area open to 
exploration, activities. This area is presently open to exploration and 
will remain so until some action is taken to the contrary. Therefore, 
no recommendation is necessary to accomplish this opportunity. 

M-2C Oil and Gas. The opportunity to explore for and possibly 
identify oil and ga s deposits involves keeping the unit open to explo- 
ration and leasing. No recommendation is necessary to accomplish this 
opportunity because the unit is open to such activities with provisions 
to protect critical environmental values and will remain open unless 
some action is taken to the contrary. 

3. Salable/Free Use Minerals Opportunities 

M-3A Sand and Gravel - Material Site R,/W's, Community Pits, Con- 
tracts and Permits. No recommendation is necessary to allow deveiopment 
of these identified economic sites because these are existing authoriza- 
tions to extract mat *ials from these sites. This situation will exist I 
until such authorizai n are terminated. 

M-3B Burnt Shale Aggregate-Community Pits and Permits. No recom- 
mendation is necessary to allow development of these identified economic 
sites because there is an existing authorization to extract materials 
from these sites. 



M-3C Cinders. The economic and market situation is such that no 
opportunity to deve‘lop these materials in the forseeable future was 
identified. 

4; Recreational Minerals 

M-4,4 Septarian Nodules. The opportunity to develop these identi- 
fied-economic minerals woTd involve the continued collection of these 
minerals by the public and continued exploitation under the general 
mining laws. The area containing these minerals is presently open to 
collection and mining location and will remain so unless some action to 
the contrary is taken. Therefore, no recommendation is necessary to 
accomplish this opportunity. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUHEAU OF LAND hlXNAGEblENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (.?IFPj 

Zion 
Activity 

Minerals 
Obiectivc Number 

M-l 

Dalness Objective. Provide sufficient coal to meet regional and national demands 
Swain consistant with departmental policy being developed in response to MRDC 
Fagan 'vs. Hughes. 
Jensen 
Dee 1978 Rationale. The nationwide outlook is for coal demand to increase at an 

annual rate of 5 percent through 1980. There is one pending proposal to 
develop existing coal leases in the unit (the Allan-Warner Valley -Alton 
project). Other coal reiated projects are possible but are not under 
review at this time. How much and when coal lrJil1 be developed are 
dependent upon a mix of economic, political and environmental factors 
which are impossible to accurately predict. The earliest estimated date 
for development of existing leases in the unit would be the mid to late 
1980's. 

. 

; 
(fnstructions on reverse) 

-- .- 
Form 1600-20 (April 1973) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPART?JENT OF Tfil': INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEblENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-AfJALYSiS-DECISION 

OMinerals 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Dalness Rocoivmerdation M-1.1. 
Jan 1979 

LI 8 Determine if this area is acceptable for further 
consideration for leasing or development of coal by underground mining 
methods. Approximately 2.3 billicn tons of total coal reserves and 
176,500 acres are involved. (For allotments involved see tab?e 1). 

Yeeds. Support Site Specific EAR's. 

Rationale. The area delineated includes al? the underground minable 
coal in the unit that has been designated a known recoverable coal 
resource area (KRCRA). It is within t!!is area that coal development can 
be expected to occur*. Exactly where and when is dependent upon the 
present legal status of the coal within the delineated area (i;e. leased 
or unleased) and various economic, political, and environmental fa,ctors. 

Team Interactions. See attached. 
Jan 1979 

Alternative 1. Accept the recommendation. 

Alternative 2: Determine that this area is acceptable for further 
consideration for leasing (where presentiy unleased) and for coal 
development (where presently leased) except as fo?.?ows: :..i . 

1. On leased lands, the lessee's mining and reclamation,plan must 
consider all possible impacts on lives'tock and wildlife forage and 
visual resources and p!ace and design surface structures and reclaim the 
area when mining is terminated so as to mitigate the identified impacts 
as much as possible. 

2. On leased lands where unsuitability criteria have been identi- 
fied and it has been determined that the criteria can legally be applied, 
mining and reclamation p?ans will be designed so that these areas are 
not disturbed. 

3. Do not further consider un?eased ?ands for leasing unless 
future mining plans can be developed to protect the ponderosa pine area; 
provide for the protection of wildlife habitat and livestock grazing; 
provide for watershed protection and meet visuaf classes as much as is , 
practical. 

4. On unleased lands where coal unsuitability criteria have been 
identified, do not further consider the area for leasing unless it is 
determined that mining will not adversely affect the value which is to 
be protected. 

Interactions. Same as M-l.1 except: 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
- - 
tlu.r.:rfrr.lirmr 00 rrr~rs~~) Form 1600-21 (April 197.5) 



"1. Of the 176,000 acres of underground coal lands, about 22,000 
acres contain resource values that could be negatively impacted by coal 
leasing and development. Only a few livestock AUNs would be affected. * 

2'.' On @leased iands, the impacts on range, wildlife, and the 
visual resource would take place bver a period of perhaps 30 years but 
reclamation after mining activities take place would mitigate these 
impacts over the long term. Impacts xould not take place in unsuitable 
areas if it is determined that they legally apply to lands under lease. 

3. On unleased lands, none of the' rescurce impacts would take 
place because the lands would not be further considered for possible 
leasing or they wotild be further considered for leasing only if it has 
been determined that mining could take place and still not affect the 
identified values. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 2 allows for development of existing 
leases and allows for further consideration of unleased areas for poss- 
ible future leasing but only if the impacts on the other resources can 
be totally or largely mitigated. .-. 

Team 
Feb 1979 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 

Fagan Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
June 1979 
Jensen Decision. 
Jan 1981 -- 

Approve the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation as 
modified by the application of the coal unsuitability criteria in the 
attached coal summary dated October 3, 1980. 

'\_ . . 

c 



TABLE 1 

Allotinents Involved in Recommendation M-l.1 

Alton Hay Canyon 

Bald Knoll 

Ben Hollow 

Black Rock 

Burnt Flat 

Cave Creek 

Coal Mine 

Cogswell Point 

Cove 

Deer Springs 

Dry Wash 

Elbow Springs 

Elephant Cliffs 

Gardner Hollow 

Gordon Point 

Table Mountain' 

Willow Creek 

Levanger Lakes 

Lower Head 

Lower North Fork 

Lydias 

Lydias Canyon 

Meadow Canyon 

Mill Creek 

Neuts Canyon 

North Fork 

Orderville Gulch 

Robinson Creek 

Sugar Knoll 

Swains Creek 

Swallow Park 

Upper Place ' 

Zion 

Zion Park 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARThlEXT OF TiIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGENENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

4 - als 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Jainess Recommendation 14-1.2. Determine if this area is acceptable for further 
1an 1979 consideration for ieasing or development of coal by surface mining 

methods. Approximately 200 million tons of total coal reserves and 
8,300 acres are involved. (For allotments involved see table 2). 

Support Ueeds. Site specific EAR's. 

Rationale. Fiost,of the area delineated is currently under federal lease 
and proposed to be surface mined. i-lining could not take place until 
pending ES's are completed and a-mining plan approved. A coal lease 
gives the lease holder the exclusive right to extract the coal resource. 
Provisions exist, however, to prohibit mining under a lease but only 
when environmental conditions are prohibi.tive and then only with due 
compensation for the lessees loss. Presently unleased areas that are 
contiguous to leased areas may be needed by the lessee to efficiently 
mine the leasehold. 

Interactions., See attached. 

Jan 1419 Alternative 1. Accept the recommendation. 

Alternative 2. Determine that this area is acceptable for further 
consideration for leasing (where presently unleased) and for coal develop- 
ment (where presently leased) except as follows: 

1. Reject the sanitary landfill site application and have appli- 
cant substitute for a site where there would be no surface coal mining. 

2. On leased lands, the lessee's mining and reclamation plan must 
consider all possible losses of A!JM's and destruction of range improve- 
ments and treatments caused by surface mining and mine and reclaim so as 
to rectify all identified losses as much as possible. 

3. On leased lands, the lessee's mining and reclamation plan must 
consider all fraii watershed and stream channel treatment areas which . 
will be surface mined and the lessee must mine and reclaim them so as to 
minimize or eliminate the adverse impacts. 

4. On leased lands, the lessee must, through a mining and recla- 
mation plan, maintain existing water quality and prevent excessive 
erosion which may be caused by surface mining. 

5. On leased lands, the lessee's mining and reclamation plan must 
consider a17 possible losses of wildlife habitat and riparian areas 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘l~l.~:rrcc~:r~w~ ‘,,I, r“t’Cr.\‘* I Form 1600-31 (April 1975i 

.,__ . ,. : I. 



caused by surface mining and mine and reclaim them so as to rectify all 
identified losses as much as possible. 

6, On leased lands, the lessee will reclaim mined-out areas so 
that they meet the appropriate visual class after reclamation. 

7. For leased lands where coal unsuitability criteria have been 
identified and if it is determined that the criteria can legally be 
applied, don't allow mining in these areas unless the lessee,.can show in 
an approved mining plan that mining will not adversely affect the value 
which is to be protected. 

8. On unleased lands where coal unsuitability criteria have been 
identified, do not further consider the area for leasing unless it is 
determined that mining will not adversely affect the value which is to 
be protected. 

Team Interactions. Same as M-l.2 except: 
Jan 1979 

1. Most of the entire 8,.300 acre coal surface mining area would, 
at some time during the mining of the area, negatively affect the other 
identified resource values. 

2. Sanitary landfill site location would have to be changed. 

3. On leased lands, the previously identified impacts on range; 
watershed, wildlife, recreation and the visual resource, would take 
place over a period of perhaps 30 years but would be rectified over the, 
long term through the application of mitigating measures in an approved 
mining and reclamation plan. 'Impacts would not take place in unsuitable 
areas if it is determined that they legally apply to the lands under 
lease. 

4. On unleased lands, none of the resource impacts would take 
place because the lands would not be further considered for possible 
leasing or they would be further considered for leasing only if it has 
been determined that mining could take place and still not adversely 
affect the identified values. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative Z'would mitigate as much as possible 
resource impacts caused by surface mining over the long term by rehabili- 
tation. Impacts, however, would take place over the life of the mine 
(about 30 years). "Unsuitable" areas would not be further considered 
for future leasing unless the identified resource impacts could be 
mitigated. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 
Feb 1979 
Fagan Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
June 1979 
Jensen Decision. Approve the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation as 
Jan 1981 modified by the application of.the coal unsuitability criteria in the 

attached coal summary dated October 3, 1980. 



TABLE 2 

Allotments Involved in Recommendation M-l.2 

Alton Bald Knoll 

Black Rock Buck Knoll _ 

Cove Deer Springs 

Elbow Spring LeVanger Lakes 

Mill Creek Robinson Creek 

Sink Valley Spencer Bench 

Syler Knoll Upper Place 

. . . 

. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPAKTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGERIENT 

MANAGEhtENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (AlFPj 

Zion 
Activity 

Minerals 

: : 

Objective Number 

M-Z 

13lness Objective. Provide sufficient salable and free use minerals to meet 
;wain local demand through the issuance of free use permits and mineral material 
Fagan sale contracts. 
Iensen 
let 1978 Rationale. Demand for these materials which are used in construction 

and for road maintenance is expected to increase in response to coal 
development within the unit. An estimated one-third to one-half of 
these materials presently comes from BLH lands. As private and state 
reserves are depleted, sources on BLM lands will become more and more in 
demand. 

=~-- 

(rnsIrucIio7~s OIJ reverse) Form 1600-70 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DZCISION 

Name f.tlFPJ 

Zion 
Activity 

Minerals 
Overiay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Dal ness Recommendation M-2.1. Issue free use permits and material sale con- 
Jan 1979 tracts averaying 2,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel per year over the 

period of the next 20 years from sites containing about 150 acres wit!iin 
the area delineated as X-2.1. (F or allotments involved see table 3). 

Support Needs. Site specific EfiR's. Access roads as needed. 

Rationale. The area delineated includes known and inferred deposits of 
sand and gravel in the unit. It is within this area that sand and 
gravel development can be expected to occur; exactly where is dependent 
upon the results of future exploration and public demand and needs. The 
amount needed from BLM lands to support this demand is based on past and 
present use and an expected minimal increase in the mid 1980's in re- 
sponse to coal development. Demand will come from county and state 
highway construction and maintenance (free use) and private construction 
(sales). 

Team Interaetions. See attached. 
? ‘? 

Alternative 1. Accept the recommendation. 

Alternative 2. Issue free use permits and material sale contract aver- 
aging 2,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel per year over a period of the 
next 20 years from sites containing about 150 acres except as follows: 

1. Do not extract material from the 40‘acre ponderosa pine area. 

2. Do not extract material from frail soil areas, stream treatment 
areas, or areas recommended for improvement of erosion conditions unless 
stipulations can be incorporated into a mining plan which would mitigate 
the impacts. 

3. A visual contrast rating will be made on a case by case basis 
for each extraction site. \1hen areas are mined out, they will be re- 
claimed and'revegetated so that the sites will support livqstock and 

' wildlife, meet the appropriate visual class, and provide for watershed 
protection. 

Team Interaction. During extraction operations and before rehabilitation 
Jan 1979 there will be a minor loss of AUMs and wildlife habitat at each extrac- 

tion site. While active, each excavation site will be a visual intrusion. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 2 would allow for both extraction of 
material and resource protective over the long term through stipu- 
lations. Short term impacts to some resources would exist, however. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Form 1600-21 (April in79 



Te> - 

J 79 .' 
Multiple'Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 

Fa>-.., 
June 1979 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Jensen Decision. Modify the Area Manager's recommendation to allow sand and 
Jan 1981 grave.1 free use permits and/or sales to meet legitimate demand. 

Rationale. Demand coupled with resource protection needs should be the 
criteria for sand and gravel disposal rather than an arbitrary limit. 

. 



l 

. 

TABLE 3 

Allotments Involved in Recommendation M-2.1 

Bald Knoll Ben Hollow 

- Coal Mine Deer Springs 

Elbow Falls Elbow Springs 

Elephant Cliffs First Point 

Hay Canyon Lydia 

Lydia's Canyon _ Mark Point 

Mill Creek 

Syler Knoll 

Sugar Knoll 

, . 
: ‘: 4 ..’ . ; ./’ - 

. . 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTNEXT OI: TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND YANAGE51ENT 

MANAGEh4EN.T FRAMEViORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name CJIFPJ 

Zion 
Activity 

Minerals 
Overlay Rcfercnce 

Step 1 Step 3 

Dalness Recommendation M-2.2. Issue free use permits and material sale con- 
Jan 1979 tracts averaging 1,000 ctibic yards of burnt shale aggregate per year 

over a period of the next 20 years from sites containing approximately 
100 acres within the area delineated as M-2.1. (For allotments involved 
see table 4). 

Support Needs. Site specific for EARS. Access roads 'as needed'. 

Rationale. The area delineated includes known and inferred deposits of 
burnt shale in the unit. It is within this area that development can be 
expected to occur ; exactly where-is dependent upon the results of future 
exploration and public demand and needs. The amount needed from BLP1 
lands to support this demand is expected to-remain steady well into the 
future. Demand will come from county highway maintenance (free use) and 
private sales. 

Team Interactions. See attached. 
Jar '979 

Alternative 1. Accept the recommendation. 

Alternative 2. Issue free use permits and material sale contracts 
averaging 1,000 cubic yards of burnt shale aggregate per year over a 
period of the next 20 years from sites containing approxjmateTy 100,. _, ,..,:. .:. 
acres except as follows: 

1. Do not extract material from areas recommended for improvement 
of erosion conditions unless stipulations can be incorporated into a 
mining plan which would not degrade the erosion conditions. 

2. A visual contrast rating will be made on a case by case basis 
for each extraction site. Nhen areas are mined out, they will be re- 
claimed and revegetated so that the sites will support livestock and 
wildlife, meet the appropriate visual class and provide for watershed 
protection. 

Team Interaction. During extraction operations and before rehabilitation 
Jan 1979 there will be a minor loss of AUMs and wildlife habitat at each extrac- 

tion site. While active, each excavation site will be a visual intru- 
sion. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 2 would allow extraction with miti- 
gating measures to eliminate resource impacts over the long term; Short 
term impacts to some resources would exist, however. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed - 
~lPls:rtlc.frr~l/~ on rclY-rsl*) Form 1600-21 (April 107.5) 



TABLE 4 

Allotments Involved in Recommendation M-2.2 

Robinson 

Syler Knoll 

Sink Valley 



Jan 1979 
Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 

Fagan Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
June 1979 
Jensen Decision. 
Jan 1981 

Modify the Area Manager's recommendation to allow permits for 
removal or sale of aggregate to meet legitimate demand. 

Rationale. 
the criteria 

Demand coupled with need for resource protection should be 
for aggregate disposal rather than an abritrary limit. 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation H-l.1 Determine if this area is acceptable for further consideration for leasing or development of coal by underground 
mining methods. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date & Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Rccommcndation 

,A . . 

Present Situation (-) 
lands 

Durkee About 30 miles of road and highway rights-of-way 
lie within the underground coal area. About 
13 miles of power line and telephone line 
rights-of-way lie within the underground coal 
area. federal lands within these rights-of-way 
and within 100 feet of the outside row line, are 
unsuitable for coal mining under the Coal 
Unsuitability Criteria. Federally owned coal 
underlies about 300 acres of land occupied by 
communities. If mined, buffer zones must be 
incorporated as provided in the Coal Unsuitability 
Criteria. 

Bunker F-2.1 

HcRay RM-1.2 

McRay RH-2.8 

Winslow Present situation 
Watershed 

t-1 Underground coal mining would have no direct 
impact on ponderosa pine reforestation, however 
associated surface facilities could impact this 
program. 

l-1 Minerals recommendation to mine coal by under- 
ground mining methods on 176,500 acres would 
restrict livestock if done during the interim 
on a few undetermined acres Where surface 
facilities would bo located. 

(-) Minerals recommendation for underground mining 
on 176,500 acres would restrict livestock on 

: 

a few undetermined acres whore surface facilities 
would be located. 

t-1 The following areas could be classified as unsuit- 
able for underground coal mining according to the 
Coal Unsuitability Criteria identifed in W. 0. 
Instruction Memorandum 79-76. More complete 
definitions of Prime Farmland soils, Flood Plains, 
Alluvial Valley Floors, and National Resource 
Waters, followed by detailed inventories are 
necessary before these areas can be classified as 
unsuitable. 

(1) Prime Farmland Soils. These areas may include 
the following acreage: 



Continued 

Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date & Resource Interactions 
Possible to 

What is the 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's, Interaction, How Much, and Where 
Modify Vi thout All or Part of Your 

Compromise Recommendation 

Hedges Present situation (-) 
Wildlife 

East %%%n River 
(Long Valley)- 
Kanab Creek 
Sink Valley 
Thompson Wash 
Mill Creek 
Oak Canyon 

450 
160 

60 
20 ..i-.E Q ,.,< .<. '1, I i ,: ; .. 

-00 : '.I: 
1,570 acres 11,; f 0 i' 1 : ' -" 

(2) Alluvial Valley Floors. Same as Prime 
Farmland Soils. 

(3) Flood.Plains. Special 100 year flood 
plains that may be affected: 

Drainqe 
East Fork Virgin 

Mileaqe 
5 to 12 

(4) National Resource Waters. These would 
be identified by the State of Utah'in a 
water quality management plan and would 
include a buffer zone of Federal lands of 
* mile. The following water sources could 
be included: 

T.39S., 
T.405., 
T.395.. 
T.395.. 
T.3YS.. 

Source --A 
Spring 
Spring 
North Fork Virgfn 

and 
,Spring 

Spring 
Spring 
Fuller Spring 
Spring 
Mill Creek 
Slide Spring 
4 Springs, 
Saw Mill Spring 

1.405.; 
T.40S., 
T.405.. 
T.4OS. , 
1.39s. ) 
T.J9S., 
T.395., 
T.395., 

R.5W. ; Sec. 
R.SW., Sec. 
R.5W., Sec. 
R.5W., See. 
R.ziW., Sec. 
R.4%/., Sec. 
R.4W., Sec. 
R.IW., Sec. 
R.4W., Sec. 

Location -- 
R.BW.. Sec. 29 
R.7W., Sec. 13 
R.9W., Sec. 13. 
R. BW. . Sec. 7 

20 
4 
9 
11 
11 

5, 
31 

. 6, 8 

11, 12. 27 
ii 

24, 26 

Several hundred acres of,wildlife habitat 
would be directly or indirectly impacted by 
mining. The following areas are unsuitable 
for leasing based on coal unsuitability 
criteria (W. 0. Instruction Memorandum 79-76): 
Bald eagle wfnter concentration areas - 1900 
acres. 

.m F,, ,,.,, ,,,,x ,1/r ,I./,, ,/v,1.1, mm,,, ,,I, L I, 



Concluded 

Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date 6 Resource Interactions 
Possible to 

What is the 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much. and Where 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Compromise Recommendation 

Sauvage R-l.2 f-1 Underground mining may adversely affect the 
area around Bald Knoll reducing the natural 
context of the setting. 

Present situation (-) 
Recreation 

Coal mining would result in negative impacts 
to most recreational values on both the lands 
directly involved in mining and other lands in 
the region due to increased human activity. 

R-3.1 t-1 

VR-I.1 t-1 

Nining may place restr4cttons on ORV use on 
much of the area. 

In some places VEM classes could not be met, 
and marginal compliance is likely to occur 
resulting in industrialized characteristics 
in an otherwise naturally appearing area. 
The eastern part of the Alton field and the 
Koloh field near Zion N. P. lie in a Class II 
area which is an unsuitable criteria for coal 
development. A total of about 19,000 acres 
is involved. 

m-1.3 t-1 Proliferation of more roads caused by extraction 
sites reduce scenic quality. 

II ,. ,1 o*, I F . >I I/ I I 81 



MFP Interactfon 

i 

Activity and Recomendatlon Minerals 1.2 Determine if this area fr acceptable for further consideratfon for leasing or development of coal by surface 
mfnfng methods. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Surname and Rec. NO'S. Interaction, Uow Much, and Where Compromise Reconm,cnd.ltion 

Durkee Lands l.lb 

Present situation 
Lands : 

McRay RM-2.2 

t-1 Minerals 1.2 would allow surface mining of 
coal which would directly interfere with the 
use of this site as a sanitary land fill. 
1. 35 s., R. 6 W., Sec. 13. (10 acres - 
Unallotted) 

t-1 About 6 miles of County road right-of-way lies 
within the surface mining area. Federal lands : 
witbin this right-of-way and within 100' of the 
outside row line are unsuitable for coal mining 
under the the Coal Unsuitability Criteria. 

t-1 Mineral recommendation to surface mine 
8,300 acres of coal would make pastures 
unbalanced on the following grazing systems: 

Allotments --- 
Bald Knoll 
Black Rock 
Buck Knoll 
Deer Spring 
Mill Creek 
Sink Valley 
Spencer Bench 

Decrease in AUMs 

:. 
54 
38 

0 
54 

7,'" 
*.*(" fi>-- TJCfl 

--ifl AUMS 

Mineral recommendation to surface mine 
8,300 acres would eliminate livestock 
manancment facilities on the following 
allotments: 

Allotments 
Black Rock? 

Improvements 
Cattle Guard 

'(9 

Bald Knoll Fence 1% mile 
Deer Spring Fence + mile-spring development-ptpeline % ml. and trough 
Mill Creek Fence $ mile * 
Sink Valley Fence 3/4 mfle-sprfng development-pipeline $ ml. and trough 

Minerals recommendation to mine surface coal 
on 8,300 acres would eliminate land treatments 
on the following allotments: 

‘. 

., 

Allotments Acres AUkis Treatment ---7 - 
Deer Spring 310 -52 tbain-seed 

,, ,,, ,,, I,, 88 
, I 



Continued 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What Is th'e Modify Without Al1 or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

HcRay 

650 118 Burn-seed . . 
Mill Creek 3,270 545 
Black Rock 630 105 

Burn-spray-seed, 
Chain-seed 

400 67 Burn-seed 
Sink Valley 50 8 Burn-seed 

590 98 Plow-seed 
Buck Knoll 7 Burn-seed , 

992 

RH-2.8 

. . 

IlcRay RH-3.1 

l-1 Mineral recommendation to mine surface coal 
on 8.300 acres would eliminate up to 237 AIJMS 
on the following allotments: 

Allotments Acres 
Alton 8-=6+ 
Bald Knoll 255 
Black Rock 190 
Buck Knoll 1,385 
Cove 145 
Deer Spring 1,320 
Elbow Spring - 
Isolated Tract 455 
LeVanger lake -4S&>-LS- 
Mill Creek 
Robinson Creek 121 
Sink Valley 2,350 
Syler Knoll - 
Spencer Bench &fJ-Y90 

AUMs 
-z-- 

,4--q- IUX 
'y-e/Cd? pm Xec4tc '/'L)W K mz 

7 
5 

54 
6 

38 

Upper Place 55 2 -- 
7,156 -Isi 

t-1 Mineral recommendation to mine surface coal 
on 8,300 acres would elimfnate burnfng land 
treatment on the following allotments: 

Allotments Acres AUMS 
--- Beer Spring 650 -iiii 
Mile Creek 3,270 545 
Black Rock 400 67 
Sink Valley 

:: 
8 

Buck Knoll 7 -- 
4,420 

-- 
737 

Present situatfon (-) 
Water Resources 

Minerals 1.2 would allow coal surface mfnfng 
on 8,300 acres. Four springs and two perennial 
stream sources on public land fall within the 
boundaries of the coal area and could be destroyed 
if not protected. These waters could be classified ;' 
as National Resource Waters as defined in W. 0. 
Instruction Memo‘79-76 and therefor unsuitable for 
mining within C mile. Iiovevcr, a more complete 
doflnition for Ndtlonal Resource Waters fs needed 
before this classfflcation could occur. 

. 



‘, 

I 

Continued 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the 
Interaction, How Much. aid Where 

Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Compromise Recommendation 

Winslow 

. 

4 

Winslow 

Yinslebi 

Allotment --- 
4029 
4002 
4030 

4112 

Source Legal Description 
Kanab Creek T.39S., R.5W., Sec. 18 
Mill Creek T,40S., R.4$W., Sets. 6 and 17 
Spring T.395.. A.4W.. Sec. 33 
Spring T.39S., R.IW., Sec. 26 
Spring T.rlOS., R.5W., Sec. 5 

T.40S., R.5W.. Sec. 19 

Present Situation (-) 
Prime Farm land Soils - 
Watershed 

Minerals 1.2 recommends coal surface mining 
on some soils that could possibly be classified 
as prime farm land soils as defined by the USOA 
Soil Conservation Service (7 CFR Part 657.5) 
These soils are part of the Coal Unsuitability 
Criteria as directed in W. 0. Instruction Memo 
79-76. If identified, these soils could be 
excluded from mining or special provisions 
made for their protection in the mining plan. 
These soils must he identified by a soil survey 
which is not presently available. These areas 
may include the follcwing acreage: 

Present Situation (-) 
Alluvial Valley Floors - 
Watershed 

Orainq --_. Acre*% 
Kanab Creek 790 
Sink Valley 260 !) s.i 
Thompson'Wash 120 ,, 2v,.'2' if ' * : c 
Meadow Canyon 

~ !,,:,&,.. ) ,J, iE ac!$ z L O1 ' "'- "' ' 

Minerals 1. 1 recommends coal surface mining on 
some areas that could possibly be fdentffted as 
alluvial valley floors as defined in 30 CFR 701.5. 
These areas could possibly, with the cancurrence 
of the State of Utah, be changed as unsuitable for 
mining as indicated in W. 0. Instruction Memo 79-76. 
Mining could destroy the important hydrologic 
characteristics of these areas and their capability 
to transport and provide water for domestic and 
agricultural purposes. Areas and acreage would 
be the same as Prime Farm Land Soils. 

W-l.1 and t-1 Minerals 1.2 would allow surface mining on 
Present Situation frail watershed areas recommended for 

livestock elimination in W-l.1 to improve 
erosion rendition. 

i/,: :- 
;, ,$ ‘(‘. ij , 



Continued 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

Allotments 
mser Bench 
4012 Duck Knoll 
4129 Upper Place 

Winslow w-1.4 t-1 Minerals 1.2 would allow coal surface 
mining in stream channels recommended 
for treatment to reduce erosion in W-1.4. 
Mining could actually increase erosion in 
these channels if erosional problems are 
not considered. 

Allotments -__-- 
4004 Dald Knoll 

Stream Channels (mileacre 
Bald--Fx-lilov (0.5) 
Unnamed drainage (0.5) 

4082 Mfll Creek Mill Creek (0.5) 
Coal Canyon (0.5) 
Mineral Creek (0.5) 

2.5 miles 

Winslow Present Sftuation (-) 
Soils, Water Quality, 
Reclamation - 
Watershed 

Allowing surface coal mining will cause 
major surface distrubance and will generate 
increased soil erosion, sediment yield and 
degradation in the water quality of runoff 
on 8,300 acres. These impacts are addressed 
in the Draft Environmental Statement "Oevelop- 
ment of Coal Resources in Southern Utah, 
Part 2, Site Specific Analysis." The 
Environmental Statement states the mitigating 
measures that will be used to overcome .impacts 
to the soil and water resources to thc.extcnt 
possible (Chapter II, pages 13 through 18). 

("Resource and Potential Reclamation Evaluation - 
Alton Coal Field Energy Minerals Rehabilitation 
Inventory and Analysis.") EMRIA Report #14-1975 ' 
indicates that the area proposed for surface 
mining is reclaimable. If an area is not 
reclaimable, it should be considered unsuitable 
for coal mining as one of the Coal Unsuitability 
Criteria. 

Ylnslou u-1.2 (-) Minerals 1.2 would allow surface mining on 
heavily utilized areas recommended for rest 
from livestock to improve erosion condition 
in Watershed 1.2. Improvement could not be 
achieved when surface mined. 



Concluded 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What Is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's, Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

Allotments 
4002 Al ton 

lkdgtr Present situation 
Wildlife 

UL-3.1 

Sauvage R-1.2 

R-3.1 

VR-1.1 t-1 

I 

,!, j 
VR-1.3 

Present situation 
Recreation 

4029 Cove 
4062 Isolated Tracts 
4070 LeVanger Lakes 
4112 Sink Valley 

ii: 
100 
100 
370 acres 

t-1 8,300 acres of wildlife habitat could be 
destroyed by surface mining. 

C-1 Riparian habitat along Eli11 creek (5 acres) and 
Thompson Creek (IO acres) could be eliminated if 
these areas are strip mined. 

t-1 Strip mining would adversely affect the area 
around Bald Knoll placing it in an unnatural 
Context. 

t-1 ORV use would be restricted on the strip mine 
area when it is being mined. 

VRM classes could not be met during the time 
coal is being mined or if reclamation is not 
successful, even in Class IV areas. Greatest 
impact would occur in Class II areas. The 
eastern part of planned coal strip mine area 
in the Alton field lies in a Class II area 
precluding development of that coal (unsuitability' 
criteria). About 400 acres are involved. 

l-1 

t-1 

Proliferation of more roads in relation to coal 
mining reduce scenic quality. 

Coal strip mining results in negative impacts to ' 
most recreational values. 

'h 
:_ 

1--_-_._ a __=, ____ j__ __>I- . . . . z ,> . 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Rtcomendation M-2.1 Issue free use permits and material sale contracts averaging 2,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel per year over 
the next 20 years from sites containing about 150 acres. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date & Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

Bunker F-2.1 t-1 Gravel extraction would remove existing 
ponderosa pine and prevent reforestation 
efforts in one old harvest area (app. 40 acres). 

HcRay RH-1.2 t-1 Minerals recommendation of issuing free use 
permits to mine 2,000 cubic yards of sand and 
gravel would include plant removal on up to 
150 acres over a 20 year period. This recom- 
mendation probably wouldn't eliminate more 
than one AUM on any of the following allotments 
that would be effected during the interim. 

Allotments 
Bald Knoll Svler Knoll 

Winslow u-1.1 t-1 

Coal Mine B&tlollow 
Elbow Falls Deer Spring 
Elephant Cliffs Elbow Spring ' 
Hay Canyon First Point 
Lydia's Canyon Mark Point 
Mill Creek Sugar Knoll 

Minerals 2.1 recommends free use permits and 
material sales of sand and gravel on areas of 
frail soils identified for improvement in 
erosion condition through elimination of 

, livestock (W-1.1). Sand and gravel excavation 
could result in increased erosion on: 

Allotments ---- Acreage of Frail Soil Overlap 
4117 SuaarKnoll 

-- 
290 

4150 Elkheart Cliffs 
4151 Spriny Hollow 
4OG2 Isolated Tracts 

200 
100 

G 

. Additional frail watershed areas that would 
be impacted hut are not included in W-1.1: 

Allotments Acreage of frail Soil Overlap 
4112 Sink Valley 60 
4117 Sugar Knoll 430 
4150 Elkheart Cliffs 170 

. 

4004 Bald Knoll 
4030 Deer Springs 
4002 Mill Creek -2 

1,010 acres 

i 
“ I 
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Continued 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date I Resource Interactions What is the, Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction. How Much, and Where Compromise RecoEendJtion 

Winslow w-l.4 t-1 Minerals 2.1 recommends free use permits and 
material sales of sand and gravel on stream 
channels with active erosion recommended for 
treatment in W-1.4. Excavation of material 
from channel would cause accelerated erosion. 

Winslow w-1.2 

Hedges Present situation 
Wildlife 

Sauvage R-3.1 

1’ 
i’ 

i 
VR-1.1 

VR-1.2 

Present situation 
Recreation 

t-1 

Allotments 
-i-Creek 

Stream Channel (mileage) 
Mill Creek (1.0) 
Adams Wash (1.0) 

4030 Deer Spring5 Slide Canyon (13.;lmfles 

Minerals 2.1 recommends free use permits and 
material sales of sand and gravel on heavily 
utilized areas of vegetation recommended for 
livestock management to improve erosion (W-1.2). 
Conflict areas: 

Allotments 
WSwain's Creek 
4112 Sink Valley 

Acreaqe ;I Overlap 

90 
t20 acres 

t-1 Removal of sand and gravel would eventually 
result in the loss of 150 acres of wildlife 
habitat. Specific sites have not been 
identified. Maximum AUM loss for deer is 
15 AUMs. 

(+I Some forms of ORV use find excavated 
areas to be more desirable. 

t-1 Some gravel excavation areas would be 
unavailable for ORV use, 

t-1 Gravel pits may not meet VRM class 
criteria. 

t-1 These gravel pits would be new visual 
intrusions. 

t-1 Deer habitat,, other wildlife habitat. 
scenic quality would be degraded. loss of 
wildlife habitat reduces zoological sightseeing 
opportunities. 



HcRay F-2.1 

HFP Interaction 

Activity and Rccosvnendation H-2.2 issue free use permits and material sale contracts averaging 1,000 cubic yards of burnt shale aggregate per 
year over a period of the next 20 years from sites containing approximately lo! acres. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date h Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Rccommcndation 

Hedges 

, Sauvage 

r i , 

w-1.2 

Present situation 
Yfldllfe 

R-3.1 

Present situation 
Recreation 

VR-1.1 

VR-1.2 

t-1 Minerals recommendation of issuing free use 
permits and material sales for 1,000 cubic 
yards of burnt shale would include plant 
removal on up to 100 acres over a 20 year 
period. This recommendation probably wouldn't 
eliminate more than two AUps on any of the 
following allotments if done during the interim. 

Allotments 
Robinson 
Syler Knoll 
Sink Valley 

t-1 Minerals 2.2 recommends free use permits and 
material sales for burnt shale aggregate on an 
area of heavily utilized vegetation recommended 
for livestock management to improve erosion. 
Excavation could create increased erosion on thls 
area. 

Allotments -- 
4070 Levanger Lakes 

Acreage of Overlap 
110 

t-1 The removal of burnt shale could eventually result 
in the loss of 100 acres of wildlife habitat. 
Specific sites have not been identified. Maximum ' . 
AUM loss for deer is 10 AlJMs. 

t-1 

;:; 

ORV would be restricted on 100 acres. 

Wildllfe habitat.wouId be lost and scenic 
quality would be,reduced on up to 100 acres. 

t-1 

t-1 

Burnt shale aggregate sites would be 
marginally within visual class criteria. 

New extraction sites would be new visual 
intrusibns. 



UI’ZTED STATES 
DEPARTXIENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGE3IENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECJSION 

_Banae Xanaoement 
Overlay Reference 

Step I step 3 

McRae Recommendation RY.2.3. To improve condition a.id trend, rest seven 
Jan 1979 allotments that have spring and summer grazing, are in a downward trend, 

or the key forage plants are in poor condition or vigor. Rest for 2 
years prior to implementing the grazing systems (table 2 and Uverlay 2). 
The seven allotments are: Dry 'Ilash, First Point (lower pasture), Ford 
Well, Glendale Bench, Mill Creek, Swains Creek, and Swallow Park (lower 
pasture). 

Rationale. The rest will improve plant vigor and increase composition 
of desirable species. Plants will be able to replenish,root reserves 
and produce seed which will,provide an opportunity to establish seed- 
lings. The Oak Creek and Virgin.River allotments have been rested for 2 
to 3 years and are showing good response. Plants are vigorous and 
desirable species are increasing. 

A. Allotments will be rested two growing seasons with grazing 
starting at the beginning of the third growing season. This will pro- 
vide a greater opportunity for the grazing system to work. Plants will 
be in good vigor and more forage will be available to start the pasture 
rotation system. 

8. Allotments will be rested two growing seasons with grazing 
starting at the end of the second growing season (1.5 years). This rest 
will result in more forage being available for winter use. Under 
present conditions most allotments do not have sufficient forage'avail- 
able for winter use. 

Team .Interactions. See attached. 
Jan 1979 / 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Step 2.3 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. No impact. See attached MFP interaction. 

Alternative 2. Reject MFP Step 2.3 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. Continued grazing. on allotments in poor condition 
and downward trend. . 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would rest seven allotments for 2 
years prior to implementing grazing systems. This rest would benefit 
all interacting activities, but would negatively effect ranchers who 
depend on the Federal range for livestock use. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
m 
li~~a?rr,rfr,~rtr rw rcr.crr,,J 

Form 1600-21 (~pr11 1W5) 



.y Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1. 
-.. 9 
.-ii+< t Area i-lanager's !4ultiple Use Recommendation. The recommendation is 
;uTle 1979 modified as follolws: the Ford Hell Allotment will be grazed during the 

dormant season for two full years prior to implementing intensive manage- 
ment. This will also alleviate a deer-livestock conflict identified in 
IA-1-i 

Rationale, Implementing management systems and adjusting livestock 
numbers to coincide with the carrying capacity of the range will improve 
the remainder of the areas in poor condition. If the areas continue to 
decline after making the above changes, further adjustments will be 
considered. 

Jerksen Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. See El-Z.2 decision 
Jan 1981 and rationale. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 

_ 
BUREAU OF LAND ISIANAGEJIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYS!S-DECISION 

Rande Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

McRae Recommendation RU-2.4. Increase total cover by 5 percent and composition 
Jan 1979 of the key forage species identified for each allotment by intensive 

management (table 2) as follows: 

Key 
Species 

From To 
Percent Composition Percent Composition 

Agin (seedings) 

Agcr (seedings) 57 

Orhy 

Hija 

2. . 6 

1 2 

Putr 2 10 

stco 1 3 

Support. None 

Rationale. A comparison of the grazed areas with relict areas shows a 
significant difference in the percent of desirable species in the com- 
position. Grass composition is'about 6 to 10 percent in the grazed 
areas but makes 36 percent of the composition on No tlan's Mesa, and 40 
percent on Diana's Throne. Bitterbrush composition averages 1 to 3 
percent on grazed areas but 8 to 14 percent on relict areas. Plant 

-cover on the relict areas averaged 5 to 10 percent higher than com- 
parable types on the grazed areas. 

Key species are designated based on palatability for cattle, relative or 
potential abundance based on soils, climate, and ability to endure 
grazing. Management systems are designed based on the key species. If 
the growth requirements of the key species are met,so the key species 
are allowed to increase in vigor and within the composition, the require- 
ments of the rest of the plants will also be taken care of.. This will ' 
allow improvement in the condition and trend of desirable livestock 
forage in the unit. 

Team 
: 1979 

Interactions. See attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Step 2.4 activity recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if nerdrd -- 
~lll.~:rrdr.rr*rll~ c,,, ICI’CIP‘., .- 

Form 16~1-21 (April 1975) 



Yean 
Feb 1979 
?3gan 
Gune 1979 
J.ensen 
3an 1981 

. 

Impact Identification. No impact. See attached MFP interaction. 

Alternative 2. Reject HFP Step 2.4 act ivity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. Not implementing intensive grazing would result 
in a loss of key species or at best in stabilization of present percent 
composition of these important species which is considered well below 
potential. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 recommends an increase in cover and 
in the composition of key species. The recommendation would benefit all 
ether interacting activities and would also benefit livestock. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 1. 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Reject the recommendation. 

Rationale. There is no method for monitoring these proposed increases 
on a unitwide basis. Each AMP will have separate objectives for manage- 
ment of key forage plant species. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTklENT OF'TkIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND TJANAGEXIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECtSiON 

Same !.ll/:!'J 
Zion 

Activi!v 
Range Management 

OverIay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

:cRae Recommendation R!%2.5. Provide .for intensive livestock management by 
Ian 1979 developing: four vlells, 28 miles of pipeline, five spring developments, 

four reservoirs, five water catchments, four storage tanks, 38 water 
troughs, 21 miles of fence, two cattleguards, and one windmill (table 2 
and Overlay 1). 

Support. Operations - engineering, force account, and possible con- 
tracts. 

Rationale. Livestock management facilities involve structures or de- 
velopments that aid in the management and production of livestock. 6LM 
policy (1603.12B4G) provides for concentrating improvement fund invest- 
ments on livestock support facilities needed to implement and maintain 
allotment management plans. The facilities as listed are necessary to 
implement intensive management systems on the 25 allotments' identified 
in table 2. 

These facilities will help obtain more uniform use of the forage re- 
sources and better overall management, control and distribution of the 
grazing-animal. This in turn will help reach the objective to improve 
the condition and trend of desirable livestock forage. 

Team Interactions. See attached. 
Jan 1979 

Alternative 1. AcceptMFP Step 2.5 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. See below. 

Alternative 2. Accept MFP Step 2.5 activity recommendation with the 
following exceptions. 

1. Move two existing water troughs off of frail watershed areas 
(Deer Spring Point and Glendale Bench allotments). 

2. Construct only those range improvements that can be properly 
mitigated to minimize negative visual impacts on Class II visual resource 
areas. 

Impact Identification. 
1.. Two watertroughs will be moved no more than one mile to exclude 

frail watersheds. 
2. Construct only those range improvements that can be properly 

instigated to minimize negative visual impacts. 

Alternative 3. Reject MFP Step 2.5 activity recommendation. 

Note: Attach oddit~onai shtvts if ncctlc~l ---1 .--pm --- - -p-p 
~ll1.~:NlL~:I’llI~ ,,I, rc,“‘r.s,‘~ . . . Form 1600-21 (April 1975j 



Prrtpact Identification. If livestock facilities are not constructed as 
proposed then intensive management on 22 allotments will not be possible. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would result in negative impacts to 
visual resources in Class II visual resource areas, but would be benefi- 
cial to wildlife. Alternative 3 would not provide for the livestock 
improvements that are required to iinplement grazing systems. Alterna- 
tive 2 would restrict any inprovernent on Class II visual resource areas 
that cannot be properly mitigated. Any restriction would be of little 
consequence to range because of the lack of conflict in Class II areas. 

rem Team Multiple Use Recomendation. Accept alternative 2. 
Feb 1979 
Fagan Area &nager.'s iiultiple Use Recommendation. Modify Alternative 2 as 
June 1979 follows: 

Allotment Add Delete 

. 

Isolated Tracts 
lower Sink Valley 

Mill Creek 

Develop Elbow Broad Hollow 
Springs, 1 trough, Spring, 1 trough, 
and 4 miles of and .75 miles of 
pipeline pipeline 

Boundary fence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
(7 miles) between 
Mill Creek and 
Deer Spring Point 

Giendale Bench Water trough . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Deer Spring Point Water trough . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

These changes were made as a result of range user input. The 
projects will provide for better range management. They are not of the 
magnitude to require further analysis. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the MFP 2 recommendation to construct developments 
Jan 1981 listed on the attached RFlPD with modifications that may result from on- 

the-ground inspections and deviations in proposed projects that may 
occur @individual AMPS and grazing systems are worked out with the 
operators. 

Rationale. A change from following MFP Step 2 may be necessary because 
of factors listed above. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTXENT OF; Ti!E INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGE~IENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Raruw Manarj~nt 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation RM-2.6. 
Jan 1979 

A. Complete the following 
livestock AUYs needed to Da 

land treatments to provide 9,652 'additional 
lance pastures for intensive grazing systems. 

Chain and seed 

Burn and seed 

Spray and seed 

Plow and seed 

1,430 acres 

8,871 acres 

6,579 acres 

615 acres 

Burn/Chain and seed 5,535 acres 

Burn/Spray and seed' 36,647 acres 

Spray/Plow and seed 

' Chain/Spray and seed 

565 acres 

4,230 acres 

Burn/Chain/Spray and seed 2,110 acres 
66,582 acres 

(Table 2 and Overlay 1) 

AMPS will be prepared prior to initiating any artificial rehabilitation 
practices (1603.1264e). 

B. Of 6,914 excess treatment AUWs (AUMs above the individual operators 
active Class I qualifications), use 2,489 to fulfill suspended nonuse 
requirements on 11 allotments with excess treatment AUMs (Table 9, Step 
4 URA) and divide 4,425 AUMs among other operators who received reductions. 

C. Burn 3,350 acres of existing seedings on the Black Rock Allotment. , 

Support. Operations - contracts or force account. 

Note: r\ttach additional sheets. if needed 
~=~-~:z1~-~~zzL-~~.i _______________ 
~lw..:ri,i’:,~l,,< o,, r(‘, L.)‘\‘,‘, ’ Form 1600-21 (April 1975.l 
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Rationale. The native livestock forage produced oh several soil com- 
.glexes is substantially berow the productive capability-because of past 
hinyon-juniper, sagebrush, and rabbitbrush invasions.<-'The additional 
9,652 AN% needed to baJance.pastures on I9 allotments can best be 
developed by these land treatment practices. They are needed to balance 
pastures and facilitate ir:;plei::entation of intensive management plans in 
accordance with BLX policy 1603.1264g. 

Comparison of existing treatment areas indicates that it is entirely 
feasible to obtain the above results. 

Burning existing seedings will help eradicate invading species of 
pinyon-juniper and sagebrush and increase grass production. 

%?%I Interactions. See attached. 
ian 1979 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Step 2.6 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. See below. 

Alternative 2. Accept land treatments as proposed with the following 
alterations. 

1. On frail watershed areas (1,190 acres) where treatments are 
proposed, chaining pinyon-juniper trees with slash left in place and 
spraying big sage will be the only accepted land treatment method (W- 
1.1). 

2. l+lul.tiple species will be used in reseeding to avoid monotype 
vegetation, and to insure good forage species for livestock and wild‘life 
and Visual Resources. 

3. Existing seedings will be modified as necessary to lessen the 
negative visual impacts (VR-1.2). 

4. Before burning'on areas identified,for proposed strip mining, a 
clearance will be conducted on 4,420 acres to prevent any exposed coal 
seam from becoming ignited (M-1.2). 

5. In areas identified as sandy soils, that are highly susceptible 
to wind erosion spraying sa ebrush will be the only acceptable method of 
land treatment (9,570 acres . 3 (A soil survey will be conducted to 
verify above acreage estimate) W-present situation. 

Impact Identification. 
1. Chanse method of land treatment on 1,190 acres from burn reseed 

to chain on pinyon-juniper trees and spray on-sagebrush. 
2. Multiple species will be used in reseeding to avoid monotype 

vegetation. 
3. Existing seedings will be modified to lessen negative visual 

impact. 
4. Possible loss 4,420 acres of land treatment and approximately 

520 AUMs if strip mining area isn't cleared for burning. 
5. Change of treatment from burn and chain to spray on 9,570 acres 

of sand soils. This change would result in a loss of approximately 800 
AUMs due to lack of herbicide control on pinyon-juniper trees. 



Alternative 3. Reject land treatments where conflict with watershed has 
been identified on 17,916 acres (W-1.1, W-1.2, W-l.3 and present 
situation). 

Impact Identification. Reject land treatment where conflict with 
watershed has been identified on 17,916 acres. This would be a loss of 
approximately 2,100 ALE%. 

AJternative 4. Reject IIFP Step 2.6 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. Loss of 9,652 additional AUlls. Pastures will 
not be ba?anced. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would result in possible negative 
impacts to watershed, visual resources, minerals, and forestry. Frail 
watershed would be disturbed by treatments and may accelerate an already 
serious problem. Also, treatment is proposed on sandy soils which could 
result in a serious wind erosion problem. A need for diversity in 
reseeding was a concern of recreation and also the need for modifying 
straight lines of existing seedings was emphasized by visual resources. 

J 

Minerals was concerned by the possibility of igniting exposed coal seams 
in the event that fire is used as a weed control method. Forestry was 
concerned with the proposed fire treatment because it would eliminate 
fire wood, post, and ponderosa pine stands. Wildlife contended that 
land treatment would generally benefit a majority of animal species. 
Alternative 2 attempted to mitigate or justify the negative effects of 
alternativel. Treatment on frail watershed would be limited to chain- 
ing and leaving the slash in place in pinyon-juniper types and spraying 
sagebrush on sandy soils and frail watershed areas. A mineral c'learance 
would be conducted on all coal areas prior to burning. Using a variety 
of species for reseeding would be required on all reseeded areas, and 
existing seedings could be modified to meet visual- resource specifica- 
tions. With the vast resource of pinyon-juniper land available for 
harvesting wood products, it is not necessary to protect a few thousand 
acres designated for wood product harvest. Control burning will lessen 
the competition of ponderosa pine with other species. Alternative 3 
would result in a negative impact to range management and wildlife. 
Proposed pastures would be out of balance. 

ream Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 
Jan 1979 
Qgan Area Manaaer's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
lune 1979 . 
Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED ST!\TES Name ‘.:l/:l’! 
DEPARTMENT Ok- TIIE INTERIOR Zion 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEIIENT ’ Act:i,Itv 

MANAGEMENTFRAME’tiORK PLAN 
Range Management 

Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 step 3 

McRae Recommendation W--2.7. To maximize forage production establish season 
Jan 1979 of use on 21 allotments, graze eight fall season, eleven summer-fall 

season, and three spring-summer-fall season (table 2 and overlay 2). 

Support. District Manager's decision. 

Rationale. Grazing during the spring-summer growing season each year 
during the past has caused a serious decline in the quality and quantity 
of desirable livestock forage. Seventy-six percent of the suitable 
grazing areas are.in poor condition. On 14 allotments all suitable 
areas are in poor condition. Desirable species usually make less than 5 
percent in the composition. Fall grazing of cattle after seedripe is an 
effective method for improving range condition. The 14 allotments that 
will be used during the spring-summer growing season will be put under 
rotation systems that will provide periodic spring-summer rest to 
provide for plant requirements. Bureau range management responsibil- 
ities as outlined in PL-94-479 (FLPXA) section 402 and the Taylor Graz- 
ing Act provide for specifying season-of-use. 

\ Interactions. See attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Step 2.7 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. See below. 

Alternative 2. Accept MFP Step 2.7 activity recommendation with the 
. following modifications. 

1. Do not allow grazing during the growing season on the Sink 
Valley Allotment (WL-1.f) (Grazinq system will remain the same). 

2. Fence riparian from livestock use on 
Bald Knoll, Elbow Fall Allotments (WL-3.1). 

Mill Creek, First Point, 

Impact Identification. 
. Chancre the season of use on the Sink 

summer/fall to fall season. 
2. Loss of 20 acres and approximately - 

Valley Allotment from 

livestock grazing. 
- AUMs of'riparian area to ' 

Alternative 3. Reject MFP Step 2.7 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. Most allotments will continue to be grazed 
during the gazason. This will result in a decline in the quality 
and quantity of desirable forage. 

Note: Attach additional sl~rct~. if ne~vkd ._ -- -. --- -___ --==:---- --zzFzY__ -L--..------ --___ .- 
~l~l..:rv,‘:,<l,,~ I,,, r“,“‘tr<,) Form lfjnO--21 (April 1073) 

- ._ 



Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would result in negative impacts to 
seven allotments because browse species would be grazed during the 
growing season; also, riparian habitat would be negatively effected 
because of allowing grazing during the growing season on four allotments. 
The summer and fall grazing systems would provide rest for browse spe- 
cies on Glendale Bench and Sugar Knoll AJlotments. Alternative 2 would 
change the grazing period on Sink Valley but would not necessarily 
change the grazing system. 
conflict. 

This alternative would mitigate the riparian 

Team Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 
Feb 1979 

c 

Analysis. WL-1.1 and WL-3.1 conflict with this recommendation (RM-2.7). 
ML-l.1 recommends rest for two full years on 14 allotments to aid browse 
seed production. Of the I4 allotments recommended for complete rest for 
two years by wildlife, six allotments will have some land treatment 
done; the seed mixture will include bitterbrush and the area will be 
rested during seedling establishment. Five of the'allotments will be 
managed as custodial allotments because they are small, interspersed 
with private land, and extremely difficult to manage and enforce peri- 
odic rest periods. Both high priority allotments, Ford Well and Sugar 
Knoll, will be grazed only during the dormant season (see R.l.l). The 
remaining two allotments, First Point and Swallow Park, are being man- 
aged under existing AMPS which have periodic rest periods incorporated. 

Mill Creek, Bald Knoll, First Point and Elbow Falls Allotments are 
few priority for riparian protection (table 4, W-3.1). Implementing 
intensive management should improve riparian conditions without fencing. 

F 
June 1979 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation - 
Alternative 1 modified by the condition that Ford Well and Sugar Knoll 
will be grazed only during the dormant (October through March) for two 
years. Also two years rest out of four will not be allowed. The adjust- 
ments in carrying capacity combined with the fact that some parts of ail 
browse plants are producing seed every year makes this proposal unneces- 
sary. Bitterbrush seed does take two years to be produced, but all 
parts of every browse plant are not grazed every year, so seed will be 
produced without implementing two years consecutive rest out of every 

I four years of grazing. 

Also there are some allotments where the season of use varies slightly 
from that recommended on Table 2. Unless otherwise indicated in the 
analysis these changes are still within the after seed ripe period and 
were due to rancher preferance. The impact on other resource values 
does not change. Therefore, no further analysis is necessary. 

Jensen Decision. 
Jan 1981 

Reject the multiple use recommendation. For management 
decision,. refer to R&1.1 and 2.2. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTXEXT OF TlIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

McRae Recommendation RP-2.8. On the 21 allotments identified for intensive 
Jan 1979 management, allocate 4,452 AUP?s to graze 1,645 cattle on 82,105 suitable 

Federal acres, 7,073 potentially suitable Federal acres and provide an 
additional 989 natural potential AUIls. 
46,916 unsuitable Federal acres. 

Do not authorize grazing on 

Rationale. The 4,452 AWs are the result of the 1977 range survey. 
Fourty-eight percent of the suitable acres of the unit are receiving 
moderate or heavy use. Crested and intermediate bjheatgrass seedings 
show no slight, 38 percent moderate and 58 percent heavy and severe 
utilization. Forty-one percent of the sagebrush type is being utilized 
heavy and severe. Grazing at the surveyed carrying capacity will help 
desirable plants regain vigor and increase in composition. 

Twenty allotments in the planning unit contain three-fourths or more 
unsuitable acres; nine allotments contain approximately one-half un- 
suitable acres and 31 allotments contain one-third or less acres classi- 
fied as unsuitable for livestock grazing. 

Fifty-sjx percent of the total area is suitable for grazing with 6 
percent potentially suitable and 38 percent classified as unsuitable. 
The 6 percent potentially suitable acres lack water at the present time. 
As water is provided they will become suitable. The reasons for classify 
ing range unsuitable are: 

Steep and rough terrain 19% 

Low forage production 53% 

Frail watershed 1% 

Combination of above 27% 

The unsuitable areas consist of 89 percent pinyon-juniper type. The 
heavier stands of pinyon-juniper produce little forage for livestock 

ishedona , 
lly if the 
le use. 

grazing; As the pinybn-juniper trees become mature and establ 
site they tend to crowd out the understory vegetation, especia 
area has been overgrazed, leaving little or no forage for catt 

Thirty-one out of 53 allotments containing suitable acreage in 
(74 percent) show either a downward or static trend. 

the unit 

Note: Attach udtlitiorral sheets. if nccdcd -_-_-..__- --_ 
‘ll/..:r/rr~:rrlv; f,,, rc*1y.rv,.i 

- 
’ Form IIXIO--21 (April 1975) 



Natural potential AUMs were determined from relict areas representing 
the same vegetative-subtypes and soil associations as the corresponding 
grazed types. It is estimated it will take at least 24 years to achieve 
natural potential. 

a Acres pertaining to recommendation RH-2.8 do not correspond to acres 
in recommendation RY-1.2. Different areas are involved in some cases 
e.g., custodial allotment acres, potentially suitable acres and allot- 
ments totally unsuitable. 

Team Interactions. See attached. 
Jan 1979 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Step 2.8 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. See below. 

. 

Alternative 2. Accept MFP Step 2.8 activity recommendation with the 
following modifications. 

I. Classify as unsuitable acres (6,675 acres) of frail watershed 
until such time as those areas improve either through natural or artifi- 
cial means to a SSF of below 60 (W-1.1). 

Impact Identification. 
1. Loss of 6,675 acres and 243 AUMs due to not counting AUMs on 

frail watershed. 

Alternative-3. Reject MFP Step 2.8 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. If livestock grazing suitability criteria and 
forage inventory,are not followed then the area will continue to be over 
utilized. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would result in a negative impact 
to areas where qrazino would be allowed on frail watersheds. Recreation 
and visual resoirce recognize this alternative as a plus because it 
favors a more natural condition. Alternative 2 would partially alle- 
viate problems caused by livestock grazing frail watershed by not giving 
livestock credit for AUMs that are produced on these areas. 

Team Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 
Jan 1979 
Fagan Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1. 
June 1979 

Rationale. There is nothing to indicate that the frail watershed-areas 
will not improve if grazed under an intensively managed system. If 
these areas do not improve under intensive management, further adjust- 
ments can be made when this evaluation is made. 

Jensen Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. Allocation of live- 
Jan 1981 stock forage is given in the RMPD. These are subject to change as AMPS 

and grazing systems are developed and monitoring studies proceed. 

Rationale. See rationale in RN-l.2 and 2.2. 
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Surveyed 

-- 

Suitablea 
Potential 

Prior- 
livestock Land AUMn With 

and/or 
Treat- 

ity Allotment 
Federal Years Grazing Number of Key Facilities 

Acres 
Treatment M 

Rest System Pastures Species and Units 
livestock Season 

and Acres 
anage- Treat- 
ment ment 6 and Numbers of use 

ment Change Tote 
AUf!s' AUMS AWS A 

(Recwmendation) 

14 Bald Knoll 

RN-2.8 RM-2.3 RM-2.2 m-2.2 m-2.4 RN-2.5 

860 .o Rest 3 
rotation 

AM-2.6 RM-2.8 RH-2.6 RN-2.8 RM-2.1 PM-i.6 RM-2.8 

Agcr 
Agin 
Putr 

Birch Creek 
Fence 1.7 ml. 

Knoll Hollow 
Fence 2 mi. 
Water Troughs 
2 each 

Mill Creek 50 
Chain/Seed 
640 acres 

297 4GC S/6-10/15 e322 r50 372 

TABLE 2 

long Tenn Management 

2 Black Rock 

. 

4 

12,759 0 Rest 3 
rotation 

Orhy 
Agin 

%:: 

Cutler Point 
Fence 2.3 ml. 
Cutler Point 
Pipeline 
2.8 miles 

Coal Road 
y:;l;guard 

C 

Pipeline Stor- 
age tank 1 ea. 

$ontains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
ALMS refer to Federal privileges. 

ZProposed land treatment AUMs. 

Thompson Creek 
Durn/Seed 1.279 acres 

Cutler 300 
Point Seedina 
Burn/Chain/S;ed 
2,010 acres 

755 2llC 6/l-10/15 

Ford Pasture 
Burn/Chain/Seed 
2,240 acres 
Burn 3,350 acres 
of existlng seed- 
ing 

Cl,417 +49 

;Total AUMs available when natural potential achieved. 
Allotments where present surveyed AlMs plus treatment potential exceed Class 1 qualiftcations. 

(Continued) 
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! (Continued) 

----- _I- -- 
Surveyed 

Suitable' 
Potential 

Livestock 
and/or 

Land AUMs With Treat- 
Prior- Facilities livestock 
Ity Allotment 

F;",ed;;l Years Grazing Number of Key 
Resutn Pastures Species 

Treatment Manage- Treat5 
pnd Units and Acres ment ment and Numbers fx 

g&$ c&y :$:a 

8 Buck Knoll 5,393 
Spencer Bench 

16 B;;;fitCedar 2,340 

. 

10 Calf Pasture 2.231 

\- 
, 

0 Deferred 2 Orhy 
rotation Agcr 

Putr 

0 Fall 1 
2;; 
Putr 

0 Deferred 2 Orhy 
rotatfon Putr 

Agin 

Maintain Fence Spencer 40 103 107c 7/l-10/15 362e t2 422 
2 miles Bench 
Reservoir Chain/Seed 
maintenance 340 acres 
1 each Broad Hollow 
Reservoir Burn/Seed 
1 each 1,330 acres 

Trough 1 each 

Pipeline Spray 
.75 mile 275 ac. 

Trough 1 each 
Point Spring 
maintenance 
1 each 

69 28 42c e/1-10/31 e133 t6 202 

Swallow Park Burn/ 
{lpge:~n;SExt. Spray/Seed""' 

1,382 acres 

Trough 2 ea. ' 

Adams Spring 
Pipeline .5 ml. 

:p;lt-z Develop. 

Pasture Fence 
1 mile 

231 57c 0/16-10/E ‘415 +64 415 

'Contains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
bAU!ls refer to Federal privileges. 
'Proposed land treatment AUMs. 
dTotal AUHs available when natural potential achiwed. 
'Allotments where present surveyed AUMs plus treatment potential exceed class 1 qualifications. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

. * 
, 

*. . 

- . 
:’ 

\’ . ‘;, 

,, 

- ---- 
Survevy- 

Suitable' 
Potential 

Llvestock Land 
Prior- 

XUf!s Hith 
Federal Years Grazing Number of Key Facilities Treatment h 

ity Allotment Acres Rest System Pastures Species and Units and Acres 
anage- Treat Livestock Season 
ment ment 6 anders of Use -- 

19 Dry Wash 570 2 Fall 1 Agin 
Putr 

22 e---e 14c 9/l-11/15 35 -63 

5 -..--- 3c 9/l-10/31 ? -91. 

57 

20 hmp 201 0 Fall 1 

3 First Point 3.955 2* Rest 3 
(*Lower Pasture only) Rotation 

5 Ford Well 6.601 2 Rest 3 
rotation 

Agin 
Agcr 

15 Glendale Bench 1.784 2 Fall 1 stco 
Agcr 

Orhy ------e-e-e-- --_..---_- 

Agcr 
Putr 

Catchment 
Pipeline 

Burn/spray 
and seed 

1 mf. 2.540 ac. 
trough I ea. ",ut;;$pY 
first point , . 
pipeline ext. 
.5 ml. 
trough 1 ea. 

Windmill-well &~,pnfry 
and trough 
1 ea. 6,670 ac. 
water catchment 
1 ea. 
pipeline I ml. 
troughs 2 ea. 
equip exist- 
lng well and 
trough 1 ea. 
Pasture fence 
4 mi. 
Ford Well seep 
1 ea. 
trough 1 ea. 

Pipeline .5 Glendale. 
ml. Bench burn 
trough 1 ea. and seed 

600 ac. 

60 72 4E B/1-10/31 e144 l 12 204 

ttontains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
AU% refer to Federal privileges. 

iProposed land treatment AUFIs. 

Allotments where present surveyed Ab?ls plus treatment potential exceed clash 1 act4ve qualifications. 
~llotmant is in the Vermilion planning unit. 

Some of the area to be grazed In the First Point 

Number of cows times season equals total qualiftcatlons (active and suspended). 

;Total AUMs avallable when natural potential achieved. 

0 734 91ooc 5/l-12/31 e1.139 +75 
21c l/1/-1/31 

1,042 97c 6/l-7/1 '1.264 +334 
B/1-9/30 

12 

1,139 

1,264 

(Continued) 
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<le 2 (Continued) 

- '* -. 
;i 

Surveyed 

Suitkble' 
Potential and/or 

'I. Livestock Land AUMs With freat- 
Prior- 
ity Allot&t 

Federal Years Grazing Number of Key Facilities 
Acres 

Treatment kanage- Treat8 Livestock Season 
Rest System Pastures Species and Units and Acres ment ment and Numbers of Use 

;gc "y$@ gyl 
L 

12 lsola&d 2,273 0 Defer- 2 Pipeline .75 Isolated 28 157 69C 7/l-10/15 240 +lB9 268 
Tracts red ro- mi. Tract Burn 
Lower Sink tation Putr Trough 1 ea. and seed 620 

AC. Sink Valley 
burn and seed 

: 590 ac. 

13 Johnson Canyon 985 0 Rest 1 Agcr Chain and 20 58 2oC 
rotation seed 450 at. 

?/l-11/15 *91 -66 111 

1 Hill Creek 3,309 2 Rest 3 Agcr Ford Well Burn/spray -- 1,253 7x 6/l-9/30 '1,401 +367 1,401 
rotatfon Agin trough and seed 

Putr 1 ea. 9,410 ac. 
Well 1 ea. 
Storage 1 ea. 
Pipeline .75 ml. 
trough 1 ea. 
Slide Canyon 
Spring pipeline 
.75 mi. 
Trough and 

. ;t;;;e tank 

Reservoir 3 ea. 

11 Sink Valley 3,87i 0 Deferred 2 Agcr Broad Hollow Gravel Pit 31 112 63 C 6116"lo/15 '252 -52 283 

%? 
Spring 1 ea. plow and seed 
Sink Valley 615 ac. 
pjegl;fe Sink Valley 

. . . burn and seed 
troughs 2 ea. 332 ac. 
reservoir 1 ea. 
cattleguard 1 ea. 

'Contains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
bAUHs refer to Federal privileges. 
'Proposed land treatment AUNs. 
dTotal AUMs available when natural potential achieved. 
eAllotments where present surveyed AUMs plus treatment potential exceed class 1 qualifications. 
fThe potential AUMS identified In Table 1 wfth water development are in the same area identified for treatment , so they are not counted In l ddition to 
the treatment potential. 
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Table 2 (Concluded) 

-- --- 
-eyed 

. 
. Suitable' 

Potential' 
Livestock Land AUMs With 

and/or 
. 

Prior- F;z;;;l Years Grazing Number of Key Facilities Treatment R 
Treat- 

ity Allotment 
Livestock 

Rest System Pastures Species and Units 
anage- Trq Season 

and Acres ment ment and Numbers of Use 
~4:~ C;g;e W.;J 

21 Sugar Knoll 620 0 Fall I Hija 
Putr 

""""...""."" . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 . . . 5c 7/16-lo/15 

9/i-10/31 

15 -87 

'18 -83 

33 

22 
. . . 

1 

. . 
. z 

\-. ’ 

. 
'6 . 

Swains Creek 341 2 Fall 1 

Swallow Park 10,694 2* Rest 3 
*(Lower Pasture Only) Rotation 

Timber fltn. 6,664 0 

TOTALS 82,105 
(22 AMPS) 

Orhy 
Putr 

.-..."..".." ".....""."". 4 """ 8C 

Catchment 1 ea.Burn/spray 40 1,492 
Pipeline and seed 
.25 Pi. 6,710 ac. 
troughs 2 ea. 
fence 2 mi. 

spray or mot 
plow and seed 

Adam Spring 565 ac. 
pipeline 1.5 ac. 

spray 1,680 

ml. 
' troughs 2 ea. 

Extension 
Swallow Park 
pipeline 2 ml. 
trough 1 ea: 
storage tank 
40,000 gal. 

19oc 

Defer- 2 
red Ro- 
tation 

stco 
Putr 
Agin 

Catchment 1 Burn/spray/ -- 1,071 
each chain and Seed 
pipeline l/8 2.110 ac. 
ml. trough 2 4,314 ac. spray 
ea. fence 1.5 ml. 

125C 

42 66,582 989 9,652 1,645 

5/16-11/30 e2.393 +94 

22 

2,433 ' ' 

. . 

7/l-9/30 Cl.474 l 293 

14.104 

. . 
1,474 

1. 

15.093 

"Contains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
, bAUMs refer to Federal privileges. 

. 'Proposed land treatment AUMs. 
dTotal AlMs available when natural potential achieved. 
'Allotments where present surveyed AUMs plus treatment potential exceed class 1 qualifications. 
is in the Vermilion planning unit. 

Some of the area to be grazed in the Swallow Park Allotn+ent 
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MFP 2 TABLE 2 

Intensive Management Surmxary of Area Manager Step 2 Recommendations 

Surveyed 
- 

Suitablea Livestock 
Potential 

Land AUMs With 
and/or 

Federal Number of' Grazing Key Facilities 
Acres system 

Treatment 
Treat- 

Pastures Species and Units 
Season 

andAres 
Manage- Treat6 ment 

ment ment of Use AUMsC 
Change Total 

AUMs AUMs - 
Priority and 

Allotment 

(Recommendation) 

14 Bald Knoll 

2 Black Rock 

RMi2.B RN-2.2 RN-z.2 RM-2.5 

860 Rest 3 
Rotation 

Agcr 
Agin 
Putr 

12.759 Rest 3 Orhy 
Rotation Agin 

Agcr 
Putr 

RM-2.5 RM-2.6 RM-2.8 RM-2.6 RN-2.7 RM-2.6 RM-2.8 

Birch Creek Mill Creek 50 297 
Fence 1.7 mi. Chain/Seed 

6/l-10/15 e322 +50 

640 acres 

Knoll Hollow 
Fence 2 mi. Thompson Creek 
water troughs Burn/Seed 1.279 acres 
2 each 

Cutler Point Cutler 300 755 
Fence 2.3 ml. 
Cutler Point 

Point Seeding 
6/l-10/15 e1.417 +49 

Burn/Chain/Seed 
Pipeline 2.010 acres 
2.8 miles 

Ford Pasture 
Water Trough Burn/Chain/Seed 
1 each 2.240 acres 

Burn 3.350 acres 
Coal Road 
cattleguard 

of existing seeding 

1 each 

Pipeline Stor- 
age tank 1 ea. 

Etontains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
AUMs refer to Federal privileges. 

iProposed land treatment AUMs. 
Total AUMs available when natural potential achieved. 

FAllotments where present surveyed AUMs plus treatment potential exceed Class 1 qualifications. 
Fall grazing system is any time after seed ripe. 

(Continued) 
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1.717 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

- ---- 
Surveyea 

Priority and 
Allotment 

Potential and/or 
Suitable" Livestock Land AUMs With Treat- 

Federal Grarfng Number of Key Facilities Treatment Season nent 
Acres System Pastures Spectes and Units and Acres 

Ranage- Treats 
ment ment of Use AUMsC 

8 Buck Knoll 5,393 Deferred 2 
Spencer Bench Rotation 

16 Burnt Cedar 
Point 

2.340 Fallt 1 

10 Calf Pasture 2,231 Deferred 2 
Rotation 

Orhy 
Agcr 
Putr 

Agcr 
Orhy 
Putr 

Orhy 
Putr 
Agin 

Maintain Fence Spencer 40 103 7/l-10/15 382 
2 miles Bench 
Reservoir Chain/Seed 
Maintenance 340 acr3s 
1 each Broad Hollow 
Reservoir Burn/Seed 
1 each 1.330 acres 

Trough 1 each 

Pipeline 
.75 mile 

Spray 
275 ac. 

69 28 7/l-11/15 e133 

Trough 1 each 
Point Spring 
maintenance 
1 each 

Swallow Park Burn/ 
Pipeline Ext. Spray/Seed 
1.5 miles 1.382 acres 

Trough 2 ea. 

. . . 231 8/16-lOj15 e415 

Adams Spring 
Pipeline .S ml. 

:p;J;i Develop. 

Pasture Fence 
1 mile 

"Contains acres that are potentially suttable for lack of water. 
bAUHs refer to Federal privileges. 
CProoosed land treatment AUMs. 
aTo&im&s available when natural potential achieved. 
eAllotments where present surveyed AUMs plus treatment potentlal exceed class 1 qualifications. 
tFall grazing system is any time after seed ripe. 

(Continued) 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

Priority and 
Allotment 

Suitablea 
Potential and/or 

Livestock Land AUMs With Treat- 

%erer:' 
gr;z,:;g Number of Key Facilities Treatment Season ment Total 
Y Pastures Species and Units and Acres 

hnanage- Treat6 Change 
ment ment of Use AUMSC AUMs AUPs 

18 Coal Hine 95 Fallt 1 stco . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 ..,.. 10/l-llj30 4 -90 6 

9 cottonwood 4,696 Rest 3 Agcr Cottonwood Cottonwood 50 279 6/16-IO/15 456 -32 506 
Four Rile Rotation stco Fence 2.25 ml. Burn/Chain/ 

Putr Seed 1,285 acres 

Cottonwood 
Well 1 each Four Mile Burn/ 

Seed 770 acres 
Pipeline 2.5 mi. 

Troughs 3 each 

Four Mile 
Water catchment 
1 each 

Elbow Well 1 ea. 

Pipeline .25 ml. 

Trough 1 ea. 

4 F;:;tSprfng 11.773 Rest 3 Agcr yugncJ;ry Fence i;;n(zG.ay 250 1,968 6/l-10/31 e2,502 t110 
Rotation 

2,752 
Agfn 
Putr Pisture Fence 7,735 ac. 

.5 mi. Spray 
Spring Dev. 310 ac. 
and pipeline Chain/Spray 
.75 mile and Seed 
Trough 1 ea. 4.230 ac. 
Slide Spring 
Dev. 1 each 
Slide Spring 
pipeline 5 mf. 
Slide Spring 
Troughs 3 ea. 

'Contains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
bAUl~s refer to Federal privileges. 
'Proposed land treatment AURs. 
dTotal AUMs avaflable when natural potential achieved. 
tFall grazing system is any time after seed ripe. 

(Continued) 



Table 2 (Continued) 

Priority and 
Allotment 

Surveyed 

Suitablea 
Potential 

Livestock Land AIBIs With 
and/or 

Rumber of 
Treat- 

Facilities 
Fi:erE' 

",r;;kg Key Treatment 
V Pastures Species and Units and Acres 

Ranage- Treax Season ment Total 
ment 

Change 
ment of Use AUMsC AUMs AUPs 

Deer Spring 
Catchment 1 ea. 

19 Dry Wash 570 

20 Dump 201 

3 First Point 3,955 

5 Ford flell 6,601 

Fallt 1 

Fallt 1 

Rest 3 
Rotation 

Rest 3 
Rotaticn 

Swallow Park 
{ip,";;ne ext. 

. . 

Troughs 3 ea. 

ix 
a........... . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 . . . . . 

Orhy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...*... 5 . . . . . 

Agcr Catchment Burn/Spray 0 734 
Putr Pipeline and Seed 

1 ml. 2,540 ac. 
Trough 1 ea. 
First Point 

yg;r"Y 

Pipeline ext. ' * 
.5 ml. 
trough 1 ea. 

Agin 
Agcr 

Windmill-Well &$&ry 1,042 
and trough 
1 ea. 6.870 ac. 
yet&r catchment 

'Contains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
bAUNs refer to Federal orivileaes. 
iProposed land treatment AUI~fs." 

Total AU% available when natural potential achieved. 
tkllotments where present surveyed AUMs plus treatment potential exceed class 1 qualifications. 

Fall grazing system is any time after seed ripe. 

9/l-11 j15 35 -63 57 

a/1-10/31 

5/l-12/31 

7 -91 12 

e1,139 +75 1.139 

6/l-9/30 e1,264 t334 1.264 

. 

(Continued) 



Table 2 (Continued) 

Priority and 
Allotment 

- - 
Surveyed 

Suitable' 
Potential 

Livestock Land AUMs With 
and/or 

Federal Number of Key 
Treat- 

Facilities Treatment 
Acres 

y&g 
Pastures Species and Units and Acres 

Ranage- Treat Season 6 
ment 
AUMsC 

Change Total 
Y ment ment of Use AUMs AUMs 

Pipeline 1 mf. 
troughs 2 ea. 
equip existing 
well and trough 
1 ea. 
Pasture fence 
4 mi. 
Ford Well seep 
1 ea. 
trough 1 ea. 

15 Glendale Bench 1.784 Fallt 1 stco Pipeline .5 
Agcr ml. 

trough 1 ea. 

12 Isolated 2,273 Deferred 2 
Tracts Rotation 

Spring Dev. 
1 ea. 

Lower Sink Putr Pipeline 4 
ml. 
Trough 1 ea. 

13 Johnson 
Canyon 

985 Rest 1 
Rotation 

Agcr 

Glendale 
Bench burn 
and Seed 
600 ac. 

60 72 7/l-10/31 e144 t12 204 - 

Isolated 28 157 240 +I89 
Track 8urn 

Spring/Fall 
Use after 

and Seed 620 
Sink Valley 

implementation 

%n and Seed 
of improvements 

590 ac. 

Chain and 
Seed 450 ac. 

20 58 See Vermilion 91 -66 

268 

111 

icontains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
AU& refer to Federal privileges. 

'Proposed land treatment AUMs. 
dTotal AURs available when natural potential achieved. 
eAllotments where present surveyed AU!% plus treatment potential exceed class 1 qualifications. 
tFall grazing system is any time after seed ripe. 

(Continued) 

. I 



ble 2 (Continued) 
. 

Priority and 
Allotment Acres 

Surveyed 
Potentlal and/or 

Livestock Land AWls With Treat- 
",r;:Gg Rumber of Key Facilities Treatment Season ment Total Change 

Y Pastures Species and Units and Acres 
Ranage- Treats 

ment ment of Use AUtlsC AUF's AU% 

7 Hill Creek 3,309 Rest 3 Agcr 
Rotation Agin Ford Well Burn/Spray . . . 1.253 6/l-P/30 e1.401 t367 1,401 

Putr Trough and Seed 
1 ea. 9,410 ac. 
Well 1 ea. 
Storaoe 1 ea. 
Pipeline .75 ml. 
Trough 1 ea. 
Slide Canyon 
S';;i;; pipeline 

Trough'and 
storage tank 
1 each 
Reservoir 3 ea. 
Boundary fence 
7 miles 

112 Spring/Fall e252 -52 283 11 Sink Valley 3,871 Deferred 2 Agcr Broad Hollow Gravel Pit 31 
Rotation Drhy Spring 1 ea. Plow and Seed 

Putr Sink Valley ,615 ac. I 
pipeline Sink Valley 
2.75 mi. Burn and Seed 
Trouohs 2 ea. 332 ac. 
Reservoir 1 ea. 
Cattleguard 1 ea. 

'Contains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
bALQ!s refer to Federal privileges. 
'Proposed land treatment AUlls. 
dTotal A'JMs available when natural potential achieved. 
eAllotnents where present surveyed AlJfls plus treatment potentfdl exceed class 1 quallficatfon. 
tFall grazing system fs any time after seed ripe. 

(Continued) 



rable 2 (Concluded) 

.- - 

, *. Potential 
Livestock Land AUMs With 

and/or 

Priority and 
Allotment Acres 

Grazing Number of Key Facilitfes Treatment 
system Pastures Species and Units and Acres 

Ranage- 
Treat- 

ment 
AUMsC 

Change Total 
ment AUMs - AUMs 

21 Sugar Knoll 620 Fallt 1 Hija . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..*....... 18 . . . . . 
Putr 

7/l-10/15 15 -07 33 
. 

22 Swains Creek 341 Fallt 1 Orhy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 . . . . . 7/l-10/31 18 -83 22 
. Putr 

1 Swallow Park 10,694 Rest 3 Catchment 1 ea I;;n(zepyy 40 
Rotation 

1.492 
Pipeline 

5/l-11/30 e2.393 +94 2,433 
5/16-11/30 

_ .* .25 ml. 6,710 ac. 
Troughs 2 ea. Spray or Root 
Fence 2 ml. Plow and Seed 
Adam Spring 565 ac. spray 1.680 
Pipeline 1.5 ac. 
mf . 
Troughs 2 ea. 
Extension 
Swallow Park 
Pipeline 2 mi. 
Trough 1 ea. 
Storage Tank 
40.000 gal. 

6 Timber Mtn. 6,664 Deferred 2 stco Catchment 1 
Rotation Putr 

Burn/Spray/ 
Chain and Seed "*" 

1,071 7/l-10/15 e1.474 +293 1.474 
each 

Agin Pipeline l/8 2,110 ac. 
mi. trouah 2 Sprav 4.314 ac. 

Totals 82,105 42 
ea. fenci 1.5 ml; - - 

66,582 989 9,652 14.104 15.093 

$ontains acres that are potentially suitable for lack of water. 
AUMs refer to Federal privileges. 

'Proposed land treatment AUMs. 
dTotal RUMS available when natural potential achieved. 
:Allotments where present surveyed AUMs plus treatment potential exceed class 1 qualifications. 

Fall grazing system is any time after seed ripe. 

, 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTRIEhT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 1 STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name f.\IFP) 

Activity 

tic~ae, Swai~hjeCtive RX-3. To facilitate 'livestock management and help improve 
Fagan forage condition on areas where burning has been designated as a method 
Jensen 
Dee 1978 

of land treatment, initiate a fire action modification plan incorporat- 
ing modified fire suppression procedures. 

Rationale. The curtailment and suppression of fire has played an impor- 
tant role in the vegetativ e 
unit. 

changes that are taking place within the 
Fire in the past has had a major role in maintaining desert 

grassland and gras s-sagebrush communities. Plants such as grasses that 
are able to withstand burning have a distinct advantage over those that 
cannot. Fire should again become a tool of management to help curtail 
the encroachment of pinyon-juniper and big sagebrush and to reclaim 
areas dominated by these less desirable species. 

___ _ ._-.... -- -I-. ~ - ------ 
! Ilf.s‘tr:,c :io?ls O!, ?‘*l’e?SL~~ 

-- 
Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMEST OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND ivlANAGE?,IENT 

Name f.\IFP) 

Zion 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK’PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

McRae Recommendation 3.1. Design a fire action modification plan which would 
Jan 1979 .incorporaL; &= modified fire suppression procedures for some 50,000 acres 

where burning has been recommended as a land treatment practice. Idi ld- 
fires within this area could be managed on a controlled burn basis and 
fire lines constructed according to the controlled burn boundaries. See 
MFP Overlay 1. 

Rationale. There are many acres of closed stands of pinyon-juniper, big 
sagebrush and other undesirable species of vegetation. These areas 
could be reclaimed by burning and seeding. This is by far the most 
economical method of land treatment. Fire is a very important and 
inexpensive tool for reclaiming .fertile lands dominated b-y undesirable 
species and preventing further encroachment by these species. 

Team Interactions. See attached. 

Jan 1979 
Alternative 1. Accept MFP Step 3.1 a.ctivity reconmetidation. 

Impact Identification. See below. 

Alternative 2. A let wildfire burn policy on areas recommended to use 
burning as a land treatment will not be accepted on sandj soils (7,870 
acres) that are highly susceptible to wind erosion. Perform a soil 
survey to verify above acreage estimates (W-present situation). 

Impact Identification. Loss of burning land treatment of 7,870 acres of 
sandy soil. 

. Alternative 3. Reject MFP Step 3.1 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. Not allowing burning as a land treatment on 
about 50,000 acres would reduce treatment AUMs by nearly 5,900. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would negatively effect watershed 
by large acreages of sandy soil where exposed by burning or chaining. 
The let burn policy would be beneficial to recreation, visual resources, 
and wildlife. Alternative 2 would mitigate the negative effects of 
exposing sandy soils by conducting a soils survey to determine the 
extent of these soils and requiring that treatment on sandy'soils be 
limited to spraying of sagebrush. 

)tc: Attach additional sheets. if ncrded 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



r p, Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 
r. 
t 3 
;:&.* Area tianaqer's Multip'le Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
;dz:e 1479 

support - Soil survey, Modification of fire plan. . 

Lmsen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
i.3.l 1981 



,. 
c . - 

3." . Two letters opposed proposed grazing reductions. 

4. One letter pertained primarily to the proposal to relocate 
wild horses and expressed concern about trade-offs that may be 
associated with relocation. 

These letters are contained in a separate folder in the section of the 
libary where the planning documents are filed in the district office. 
They are labled, "Public Correspondence Relating to Kanab-Escalante 
Planning Documents". 

.*. ._. 
e. __. 

-2. . -. 

. i -. 
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UNITED STATES 
I)EP;IRT:>lE\:T 01’ Tl[E INTERIOR 
RCRE:\U OF LtiNlJ :,!,lNi\CIE!,:,I~?r:'r 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOhlFIEPID,~~TlON-ANALYSIS-EECISION 

I_-__-_.-.-.-_- 

Numc ,.::i’/‘, 
Paria 

AC'dV!" 
ange 

Overload Kcferencc 
Step 1 s:ep 3 

Brohrn Recommendation RM 4.1. 
May 1979 

Complete the following land treatments to pro- 
vide 10,497 additional AUMs (table 3) needed to meet the projected 
future demand for livestock forage: 

Treatment 
Federal Federal 
Acres AUMs 

Plow, seed 
Chain, seed 
Burn 
Burn, seed 
Spray, seed 
Spray 
Seed 
Tree cut, seed 
Chain, burn, seed 

13,896 
32,629 
15,854 

7,230 
2,901 

160 
661 
220 

2,120 419 
75,671 10,497 

2,565 
4,581 
1,197 
1,264 

437 
24 

. . . . . . 
10 

Of the 15,854 burn treatment acres, 11,124 are on existing seedings on 
the Headwaters Allotment (5,891 acres-Horse Flat; 2,154 acres-Indian 
Hollow; 1,104 acres-Willis Creek; and 1,975 acres-Between the Creeks) 
needed to at least maintain existing forage production. 

Use the additional treatment AUMs to first fulfill suspended nonuse . 
requirements on the nine allotments where the treatments will be imple- 
mented, and divide the remaining excess treatment AUMs proportionately 
among the other livestock operators who received reductions. 

Support. Operations-contracts or force account. 

Rationale. The development of additional treatment potential is neces- 
sary to help meet local livestock needs as identified in the Garfield 
County PAA. The Federal AUMs based on surveyed carrying capacity of 
both suitable and potentially suitable range, necessary land treatment 
AUMs needed to balance pastures, and the natural potential AUMs with 
management would not meet the unlimited demand. 

The native livestock vegetation that is produced on these treatment 
sites is substantially below the productive capability because of pinyon- 
juniper, sagebrush and rabbitbrush invasion. Comparison.of existing 
treated areas indicates that it is entirely feasible to obtain the above 
results. Burning the existing seedings will help to eradicate the 
invading sagebrush and pinyon-juniper and could increase grass produc- 
tion, particularly on the Horse Flat seeding. 

. 

Ncitre: Attach additional sIrpets, if needed --- .--- - -___ -----_~=~~~- 
~lll.~:rll:;lril/~ 0,) r“,‘,*,v,~, 

- 

Form ~600-21 (April 1’37% 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation RM-1.1. Change the period of use to after seed ripe of the key specie so all allotments are grazed within the period July 16 to 
December 31 that are presently grazed during the growing season, except Black Rock, Deer Spring Point and Swal,low Park which will follow existing AMPS 
(table 1 and Overlay 2). 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date & Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

WL-1.1+ All allotments with deer-livestock use conflicts 
(table 1) except Black Rock and Swallow Park which 
would be rested during the growing season. 

WL-3.1* All riparian listed in Table 4 would be rested during No 
the spring growing season.. However, grazing during late 
summer and fall could exceed an average utilization of 30 
30 percent on cottonwoods and willows. 

Rec. & VR+ Healthier, stable range conditions where plant vigor and diversity 
would improve scenic quality, primative and natural values and 
consumptive/non-consumptive wildlife values. 

u-1.1- There would be continued accelerated soil loss on these No 
badly erosive soils. 

w-1.2- Resting for two full growiny seasons necessary to protect No 

. 

Part 

Almost,all 

Part 



HFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendatton RM-1.2. Allow 1,497 cattle and 100 sheep (5 ?48 AUMs) to graze on 97.528 acres of suitable federal range (table 1). Do not 
authorize cattle or sheep AU& on areas Classified JS unsuitabie (73.8371 or potentially suitable (11.090 acres) due to lack of water. 
reduction in AUMs from base property qualifications of 12,552 AUMs. (Range sflitability Overlay 3 - Step 3 URA Appendix 3). 

This is a 54 percent 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date h Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Fluch, and Where Compromise Recnr~r*~c~Ration ___- 

WL-1.1t The 14 allotments with deer livestock use conflicts 
(table 1) would have livestock reductions varying 
from 23 to 88 percent, which would reduce utilization 
on browse species. 

UL-2.1+ Forage would be provided for potential deer numbers 
on all allotments except 697 AUlls on custodial allotments 
where deer potential AUMs will not be satisfied. 

UL-3.1+ The following riparian areas are classified as unsuitable 
for livestock grazing: 

Allotment 

Orderville Gulch 
Elbow Spring 
First Point 
Lower North Fork 
Zion 
Elbow Falls 
Bald Knoll 
Upper Place 

Stream -- 

Orderville Gulch 
Fisher Canyon 
Skutumpah Creek 
North Fork Virgin 
Orderville Gulch 
Kanab Creek 
Thompson Creek 
Fuller Cave 

Acre 

20 
10 

205 
15 
10 
10 

5 

Rec. + 

V.R. + 

w-1.2 

All other riparian areas (70 acres) are classified as suitable 
so would not be protected from grazing: Upper North Fork, 
Lydia's, Mill Creek, Neuts Canyon, and Table Mountain. 

healthier. stable range conditions where plant vigor and 
diversity improve would improve scenic quality, primitive 
and natural values, and wildlife values both consumptive and 
non-consumptive. 

Flajor opportunities for broad improvement of range scenic 
quality can be partially achieved through range management 
practices as proposed. 

Resting for two full growing seasons necessary to protect 
watershed. 

,, 88 ,, _,, /I# ,m 11, ,, ,j,,, ,* ,, ,,, 88 



Concluded 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the ' Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No’s. Interaction, How Much. and Where Compromise Recommendation 

Allotments Acres Heavily and Severely Utilized 

Black Rock 510 
Deer Spring Potnt 130 
Swallow Park Lz! 

2,415 

; ..,‘. 

:.. 
y.,:: 

. 3; . . . 

, , 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation*RH-1.3. Establish 32 custodial allotments and 3 partial custodial allotments to be managed administratively by regulating 
class of livestock, AiJMs and season of use (table 1 and Overlay 2). 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

WL-1.1 Cutosidal management would not provide 2 consecutive 
years rest during the growing season on the following 
allotments with deer-livestock use conflicts. 
Gardner Uollow, Rocking Chair, Zion, Red ilollow, 
Upper Place. 

WL-3.1 

Rec.- 

w-1.1 

Improvement of riparian habitat would be difficult 
on custodial allotments because of lack of intensive 
management. Custodial allotments: Lower North Fork, 
Neut's Canyon, Upper North Fork, Upper Place, 
Table Mountain, Lydia's Canyon, Zion, Drderville Gulch. 

Minor negative impacts would occur to recreational and 
scenic resources due to lack of ability to manage range 
resource intensity. 

Custodial manage will not allow for intensive livestock 
management. Consequently, frail watershed values will continue 
to digress on. 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Reconraendation RM-2.1. To help in the design and implementation of grazing systems consolidate 6 allotments out of 25 (table 2 and Overlay 2). 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date & Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

RM-2.1+ 

WL-1.1+ 

WL-3.1+ 

Rec.+ 

Recommendation will help implement rest rotation and 
deferred rotation grazing systems.. 

Provide additional rest time for brouse. Would help 
resolve the deer-livestock use conflict on Sink Valley. 

Provide additional rest to riparian habitat along Kanab 
Creek. 

Positive impacts to recreational and scenic resources 
should seem occur through better, more efficient range management. 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation RII-2.2. On 25 allotments implement 8 fall grazing systems, 
grazing systems totaling 43 pastures for intensive management (table 2 ii Overlay 2). 

11 rest-rotation grazing systems, and 6 deferred-rotation 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Confli cting 

Date h Resource Interactions What is the 
Reco:np*endation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Conipromisc Rrcollrzrndation --- 

I&2.4+ Cover will increase and composition of key species 
will increase. 

W-l.l- Grazing systems are planned on allotments with frail watershed. 

w-1.2- Rest-rotation grazing systems allow greater than moderate 
use on grazed pastures in allotments already heavily utilized. 

w- 

Ret-VSRt 

WL-l.I- 

WL-3.1+ 

Allotments Acreaqe of Heavily Utilized & 

Black Rock 510 
Cottonwood Spring 811 
Deer Spring 130 
Ford Well 
Swallow Park 

2,061 
1,775 

First Point 210 
?7m 

The II rest-rotation grazing systems will allow heavy 
utilization in the grazed pasture and would produce 
accelerated erosion on areas in addition to those stated 
above. 

Positive fmpacts to recreational and scenic resources should 
occur through better, more ecologically suitable range management. 
Primary benefits would improve wildlife habitat and improve scenic 
quality due to increase in plant composition and percent cover. 

Grazing systems would provide additional rest for brouse and 
may help to resolve deer-livestock conflict. Table 1, WL-1.1. 

Grazing seasons would provtde rest durfng the growing season 
for riparian vegetation on Elbow Falls, Will Creek, First Point, 
and Bald Knoll allotments. However, grazing may still exceed 
30 percent use on cottonwood and willows. 

. . 



HFP Interaction 

Activity and Recoavnendation RH-2.3. To improve condition and trend, rest seven allotments that have spring and summer grazing, are in a downward trend or 

the key forage plants are in poor condition or vigor. Rest for two years prior to implementing the grazing systems (table 2 and Overlay 2). 

Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date b 
Possible to 

Resource Xnteractions What is the 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Compromise Recommendation 

WL-1.1* Wildlife recommends to rest Ford Well, First Point, 
Glendale Bench and Mill Creek allotments for 2 years. 

WL-3.1+ Two years rest'from livestock grazing would improve 
riparian habitat conditions on Mill Creek allotment. 

w-1.2+ 

R-2.8+ 

R&VA+ Significant positive impacts to recreational and scenic 
resources should occur through better, more ecologically 
sound range management. Primary benefit would improve 
primative and natural values, scenic quality (due to 
more vegetation diversity and cover) and wildlife habitat 
(game and non-game). 

Requiring rest for 2 full years is complimentary to watershed 
recommendation which is basically the same. Allotments 
Swains Creek, First Point, Swallow Park, Ford Well, 
Glendale Bench. 

Reducing livestock use by an average 53 perceht will improve 
condition and trend on most allotments. 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recoaunendatlon RM-2.4. Increase total cover by five percent and composition of the key forage species identified for each allotment by 
intensive management (table 2). 

I 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 
Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

WL-1.1+ Increasing bitterbrush to 10 percent of vegetation 
composition is complementary to this wildlife recom- 
mendation. Allotments: Sink Valley. Ford Well, Sugar 
Knoll, Bald Knoll, Black Rock, Swallow Park, First Point, 
Mill Creek, Glendale Bench. 

WL-2.1+ 

Rec. 6 VR+ 

RH-2.2+ 

RN-2.0 

Increasing cover and composition would provide assitional 
forage to help meet requirements for potential deer numbers 
in Table 2 Range MFP. 

Significant positive impacts to recreational and scenic 
resources should occur through better, more ecologically 
sound range management. Primary benefits would be im- 
proved primitive/natural values, scenic quality (due to 
more vegetation diversity and cover), and wildlife habitat 
(game and non-game). 

Grazing systems will help increase cover by 5 percent and 
increase composition of key species. 

Land Treatnlents will increase composition of key species 
that are reseeded in treatment areas. 



reservoirs, 5 water catchments, 4 storage tanks, 
Activity and Recommendation RH-2.5. Provide for 

38 water troughs, 22 miles of fence, 2 cattleguards, and 1 windmill (table 2 6 Overlay 1). 
intensive livestock management by developing: 4 wells. 28 miles of pipeline, 5 sprtng developments, 4 

HFP Interaction 

, Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recocmendation Eliminate 

Dale 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without At1 or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recosmendation 

W-present situation Two water troughs were recommended on frail watershed 
areas. These troughs would compound the already serious 
problem. 

l&-present situation Water developments would.benefit most wildlife species 
if properly designed. 

R-3.1- Some restrictions to ORVs would occur at a number of these 
facility developments. 

VR-1.1 Facilities would cause some visual disturbance and add 
to the number of unnatural features on the landscape. 

VR-1.2- If improperly constructed on poorly maintained most of 
these facilities could become new visual intrusions. 

R- Natural and scenic values will be degraded'. 

. 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation RM-2.6. Complete land treatments on 63,232 acres and add an additional 9,652 AUMs which are needed to balance pastures 
for intensive grazing systems. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date h Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

W-l. 1 Probability for successful reseeding may be low 
and erosion may be accelerated when cover is 
removed. 

Allotment Treatment Areas on Frail Watersheds 

w-1.2- 

w-1.3- 

W-present 

VR-l.l+ 

Four Mile 
Cottonwood 
Glendale Bench 
Spencer Oonch 
Iiolated Tracts 

240 

5:; 
270 
110 

1,130 

About 5,351 acres of land treatment proposed on area re- 
commended for livestock management to decrease erosion. 

Proposed treatment is less conducive to improving erosion 
condition. Acres of land treatment in conflict are: 

Allotment Treatments Acres of Conflict 

Buck Knoll Burn-seed 205 
Isolated Tract Burn-seed El0 
Swallow Park Plow-seed 670 

situation Land clearing would result in temporary accelerated 
erosion and could result in long term damage to soils, 
possible negative impacts to water quality from herbicides. 
Also, areas with sandy soils may be highly susceptible to 
wind erosion and any treatment where veoetative cover is ., 
removed could be detrimental to soils and limit success of 
reseeding. 

Allotments Treatments --- 

Deer Spring Burn-seed 
Ford Well Burn-spray-seed 
Mile Creek Burn-spray-seed 
Swallow Park Ourn-spray-seed 
Johnson Canyon Chain-spray-seed 
Timber Elountain Burn-spray-seed 

Acres 

500 
1,810 
1,700 
4,060 

120 
1.500 

If successful and properly managed, the treatment areas would 
probably improve scenic quality within three years. VRM 
classes would be violated during initial treatment and if 
seedings are not successful or if improperly managed scenic 

,, ,, ,, ,, ,, 8.8, ,,, ,, 
,, I, 8, 



Concluded 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, atfd Where Compromise Recommendation 

value would negatively be effected. 

VR-1.2- Several existing treatments in the area are classified as visual 
intrusions. The chance of creating additional intrusions is a 
possibility. 

RM-2.6+ Fire action modification plan where wildfire within land 
treatment would be allowed to burn would be complimentary to 
land treatment. 

H-1.2- 

WL-2.2* 

About 4,420 acres of propos'ed burning would be in an area that 
could possibly expose slams of coal-on-fire. 

Y x-,) 4. 
Land treatments planned for Bald Knoll, Black Rock, First Point, 
Cottonwood Spring, Mill Creek, and Sink Valley allotments are 
similar to wildlife projects planned for these allotments. 

R-3.1- 

Rt 

ORV restrictions would occur on newly treated seeded areas. 

If range treatments are successful, properly managed, and 
species composition approach more ecologically natural conditions, 
the interactions would be highly positive to recreational and 
scenic quality values. However, monotype vegetation cover and 
poor management could be negative. 

. 



MFP Interaction 

Acttvity and Recommendation RH-2.7. 70 maximize forage production establish season of use on 25 allotments. 
season, and 4 spring-summer-fall s&ason (table 2 & Overlay 2). 

Graze 9 fall season, 12 summer-fall 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date & 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Resource Interactions What is the 
and Rec. No's.. Interaction, How Much, and Where 

Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname Compromise Recommendation 

WL-1. I+ Summer and fall grazing would provide rest during 
the growing season for important browse species 
on Glendale Bench and Sugar Knoll allotments. 

WL-l.l- Browse species would be grazed during the growing 
season on Ford Well, Bald Knoll, Black Rock, Sink 
Valley, Swallow Park, First Point and Mill Creek. 

WL-3.1 

R-VW 

Grazing during the growing season would not benefit 
riparian vegetation. Allotments: Mill Creek, 
First Point, Bald Knoll, Elbow Falls. 

This recommendation should favor a shift towards more 
natural vegetative conditions which would improve the 
scenic values, wildlife habitat and natural values. 

. : 

. 



MFP Xnteractfon 

Actfvlty and Reconwnendation R,-2.8. Twenty five allotments identified for intensive management. Allocate 4,366 AlJMs to graze 1.637 cattle on 92,914 
suitable federal acres. 7,073 potentially suitable Federal acres and provide an additional 1,012 natural potential AUMs. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Rccomcendation Eliminate 

Date & Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

W-l. l- 4,0004 out of 5,423 acres are recommended for 
elimination of grazing on frail watershed would 
be grazed. 

R&VR+ Recommendation would favor a shift toward more natural 
vegetation (ecological climax) which inturn would 
improve wildlife, natural and scenic values. 



‘, _. 
,. 

MFP Interaction 
. . 

Actfvfty and Recommendation 3.1. Incorporate a modified fire suppression procedure for some 50.000 acres. Wildfires may be allowed to burn in areas 

designated to be control burned. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date b Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 

and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Surname Compromise Recommendation - 

R-VR+ Recommendation would favor a shift toward more 
natural vegetation conditions. 

W-present condition 

112 

let burn policy would negatively impact sandy soils. 

Complementary to burning recommendation for wildlife 
habitat improvement. 

‘. 



Zion Planning Unit 
Forest Products 

Multiple Use Comprmises and 
Recommended Courses or Action 

L-3.2 and 3.3 vs. URA Values: 

Provide for beneficial harvest of PJ as per language on interaction 
sheet. 

Protect ponderosa pine to maximum possible extent. If loss is 
unavoidabJfJ, ,.p~ovide.=f~~.fjeneficial harvest (sales or free use). a I 

w-1.1 vs. F-2.1. See interaction sheet, bottom paragraph. 

M-2.1 vs. F-2.1. Delete ponderosa reforestation area from any gravel 
extraction activity (app. 40 acres). 

W-l.1 vs. F-1.1. Delete 20 acres from F-l.1 harvest area boundary. 

W-1.2 vs. F-1.1. Delete 980 acres from Red Breaks harvest area. (Loss 
of 4,900 cords of fuelwood; remaining volume in harvest area is 14,100 
cords). 

F-l.1 vs. M-2.1 
F-lrl vs. M-2.6 & 3.1 
F-l.1 vs. WL-2.2 b-2.3. The intent of these conflicting recommendations 
is to remove arboreal vegetation through burning or chaining. F-l.1 
will produce vegetative, modiffcation, at a less rapid pace, but will 
provide for beneficial harvest of products by man. (Delay of treatments 
until completion of harvest will eliminate conflict.). 

F-2.1 vs. Treatment Recommendations (WL-2.2 & 2.3; RF! 2.6 & 3.1). 
Refer to interaction narrative on WL-2.2 % 2.3 form. 

The recommended course of action is to exclude ponderosa reforestation 
areas from any vegetative modification action. This would remove 
approximately 3,300 acres from consideration for treatments. 

VR-1.3 vs. F-l.1 e! 2.1. All existing roads in harvest areas and access 
routes to ponderosa reforestation sites should be left open until 
respective management actions have been completed. Rehabjlitation and I 
closures can then be accomplished without impacting both forest resource 
management recommendations. 

VR-1.3 vs. F-1.2. Road closures are assumed to present a minor conflict 
with harvest of dead and down products. The full implication of road 

.i >. 



closures is unknown at this time since much of the impact will be 
realized at a later da.te in accordance with an ORV inventory and specific 
management recommendations. Recommendation = accept VR-1.3 at this 
time; interact with specific recommendations derived from ORV inventory. 

Opportunities for intensive forest inventory and activity plan develop- 
ment were reconciled from this i!FP since they constituted an adninis- 
trative action. The need for this inventory is of utmost importance, 
from a forest management viewpoint, and will be prerequisite to develop- 
ment of a sustained yield program. Since the demand for forest products, 
especially fuelwood, is rapidly escalating, large scale vegetative 
modification programs should not be undertaken at this time. The 
potential exists for performinq vegetativ e manipulation through concen- 
trating harvest activities, which provides for beneficial use of forest 
products by man and compliments other multiple use programs. 

During the interim period (prior to.intensive forest management) treat- 
ment activities should be confined to severely disturbed areas v/here 
continued soil erosion will result in the eventual loss of forest site 
productivity. 

- . . . . . . . 



Reconciliation of URA Step 4 - Forest Products. The following manage- 
ment opportunities were not carried forward as management recom- 
mendations because of the.reason(s) specified below: 

1. Nontraditional Product Opportun,ities. Demand was not considered 
to be sufficient at the present time to warrant recommendations con- 
cerning production of mine timbers, charcoal, particle board, veneer, 
pulp, extractives , and trees for ornamental use. 

2. Juniper Fence Posts. The present inventory is not adequate to 
delineate cuttinci areas other than the recommended harvest sites. 
Within 5 years a-unitwide inventory and activity plan should be 
completed. This plan should prescribe management actions for future 
post harvests. In the interim period, post cutting should be directed 
to the intensive harvest areas until available supplies are depleted. 
Individual harvests of less than 100 posts in other areas throughout the 
unit could be allowed without serious damage to the resource. 

3. Christmas Trees. A'recommendation was not made to designate Christmas 
tree cutting areas because of the lack of inventory data. Trees are 
scattered throughout the unit. The identification of specific cutting 
areas is not possible without first attempting to determine whether 
concentrations of good trees are. available and, if so, where suitable 
stands are located. 

4. -Pine Nuts. A recommendation was not made to delineate areas for 
pine nut harvest because of the difficulty in predicting where good nut 
crops will occur. Also, the quality of the nuts of Pinus edulis is 
inferior to Pinus monoplylla. Most demand is associatedwith the latter 
species. 

5. Protection Opportunities. The opportunity for protection of pon- 
derosa pine, Douglas fjr, and other less-common species was not carried 
forward because protection of these species is a matter of ad- 
ministrative policy, rather than land use decision. 

6. Forest Inventory. The opportunity to conduct a unitwide inventory 
of all forested lands was not carried forward since this is an ad- 
ministrative function that does not require a land allocation for a 
specific use. 

7. Harvest Areas. All except two of the fuelwood harvest areas shown , 
on the URA 4 Overlay were carried forward to MFP 1. These two areas 
contain an estimated volume of cords of fuelwood and posts which 
will fulfill present demands anfirojected increased demands during the 
next 5 years. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPAHTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name C.IIFP j . 

Zion 
Activity 

Forestry 
Objective Number 

Bunker Objective. Provide a continuous supply of a variety of forest products 
Swain from public lands for both commercial and noncommercial uses. 
Fagan 
Jensen Rationale. Woodland resources in the Zion unit can provide a signif- 
Dee 1978 icant supply of forest products. The resource has generally been 

lightly used in the past, while major efforts have been directed at 
removing woodlands for the benefit of range. According to the PAA, the 
use of woodland products has increased steadily in recent years. Recent 
requests for large quantities of fuelwood for commercial resale indicate 
that increased energy costs may generate a significant increase in 
demand for fuelwood. 

Bureau of Land Management Policy (1603.12f3) relates mostly to pro- 
duction of timber; however, it calls for a continued program of forest 
product disposal. Utah BLM policy (1603.26) is stated in.greater de- 
tail: 

It is the policy of the BLM in Utah to meet the demands for vegetal 
products from pinyon-juniper stands on a regional basis and to 
utilize this resource to contribute, to the economic and recrea- 
tional enhancement of Utah corrimunities under multiple use and 
environment concepts. 

The objective is consistent with policy and is intended to meet expected 
increases in demand. The objective can be accomplished on a sustained 
basis, while environmental quality is maintained. 

i...irructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 

. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTXEXT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGf3;ENT 

I 

Name f.\IFPJ 

Zion 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEW0R.K PLAN 
Forestry 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMENDATION-ANALYSIS-dECISION 
- 

Step 1 step 3 

Jnker Recol;anendation F-i.i. Establish two harvest areas, totaling 5,890 
m I979 acres, cotttaining approximately 29,450 cords of fuelwood. {table I) 

Both sales and free use disposals of fuelaood may be conducted in these 
areas. All pinyon and juniper stem larger than 3 inch dia;neter at 1 
inch above ;~i.o;:t:S, an3 ozk sterns grzattr than 3 inch diameter and 6 inch 
tai 1 ,,2y ;3 ;iar/Cj 2-d. Ali junipf-r- Fasts i:srvested fro:;1 tilese .areas 
EilJjt 1-2 jo:;. 

S!J”ry l-t ,-, ” -* :;oi;a _ 

Rationale. The deriland for pinyon, juniper, and oak for fuelwood is 
presently increasing for both nonco;l:mercial (household) and commercial 
use. 

Establishment of these two areas trill provide an atiequate supply of 
fuelvlood to meet both current and future demands for the next 5 years. 

3 
Removal of mature pinyon-juniper stands can produce substantial improve- 
ments in wildlife habit,at, livestock forage, watershed condition, and 

' can stimulate production of Christmas trees. If cutting areas are \lell 
designed; the opening up of dense, mature stands can add variety to the 
uniform patterns created by solid pinyon-juniper stands. Long-term 
management should consider the effects on other rescurces, as well as 
the maintenance of a continuous supply of forest products. 

An inventory and activity plan is needed to determine potentials for 
sustained yield management, the quantities of products which can be 
removed lilithout damaging the resource, acreage which should be main- 
tained in pinyon-juniper, and coordination needs to insure maximization 
of multiple resource potentials. 

Alternative 2 (F-l.1 Forest Product Harvest Areas) 

Modify forest product harvest area boundaries to. exclude a total of 
1,030 acres recommended for protective natershed management. Defer 
vegetation treatments recommended by range and wildlife in these harvest 
areas for at least IO years or until all accessible products have been 

' removed through sales or free use disposals. Reduce impact to veseta- 
tion treatil!ent recommendations by concentrating harvest activity ;n 
small subdivisions in overlapping recommendation areas, according to 
treatment priorities prescribed by other resources. 

Qgan Interactions 
kme 1979 

1. Available fuelwood volumes which could be harvested by man 
will be reduced by approximately 5,150 cords as a result of boundary 
modifications. Remnant product volumes will amply supply current end 
projected resource demands. 

Note: Attach otltiitionat slrc*tBts. if nerded .-.- ------___I-_ T 
~lw~:rrrr-ruIr~~ ret, rc*r.c’rr‘*, Forrr. 1600-21 (Apral lcJ7ZI 

. 
.- 



Table 1 

Harvest Areas 

Prloritv Area Allotment Acres 

1 a 

2 b 

Zion 1,490 - 
Surnt Flat 600 

zz-ylm 

Ford Well 1,500 
Mill Creek 1,000 
First Point 1.000 
Timber Mtn. '300 

m 

4 

^.. -... We. ..I 



2. Vegetation treatments proposed by range and wildlife will be 
delayed for at least 10 years. Partial mitigation of this impact will 
result from concentrating harvests in priority treatment areas recom- 
mended by other resources. Removal of overstory vegetation through 

- harvesting will release understory plants and create openings for estab- 
iishment of additional vegetation if adequate seed sources are available. 

3. Deletion of the 980-acre waL?rshed protection tract within Red 
Breaks harvest area will create confusion regarding on-the-ground iden- 
tification of harvest area boundaries. This impact can be remedied by 
signing exterior boundaries of the mod,ified harvest areas. 

loam Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2 modified as follows: 
fsb 1979 rangeland treatments will only be delayed in these areas until suffi- 

cient funding is obtained to perform land treatments. 

Rationale. This alternative completely mitigates impacts to watershed. 
Fuelwood will still be available for harvest even after tree chainings 
are performed. 

Jensen Decision. Approve the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 . 



j U:iiTED ST:?TES 1 Numr 1 l:;:!‘, 

B DEPARTJ:i<?;T OF TifE INTERIOR 
c Zion 9 !3URE.\U 01: L;\ND ~~!~lS.4GE!dEX’I 1 Actlr!t:; 

ForPqtry 
MANAGEMEEITFiiAMEWORK PLAN Over!;l~ Reference 

RECOhl!.:EFdDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step 1 step =7 
--. - ~.--____= 

aunker 
Jan 1979 

Fagan 
June 1979 

Recol::rne;:dation F-1.2. Allow for the beneficial harvest by man of al? 
&ad and dokin tree species which occur in accessible areas throughout 
the Zion unit on an area-by-area basis. 

Support. Access 

Rationale. Utilization of this form of fuelwood will partially fulfill 
present and future resource demands. Consumption of this fuel source 
will contribute to local and regional energy self-sufficiency. 

Removal of accessible supplies of dead wood will have a negligible 
impact on the overall environment. it is estimated that less than 5 
percent of all dead wood available in the unit is located in accessible 
areas. The majority of this wood will be subject to natural decom- 
position and recycling through individual ecosystems to maintain site 
productivity. . 

Alternative 2 (F-l.2 Dead and Down Harvest - Unitwide). Modify recom- 
mendation F-l.2 to exclude harvest activity at Glendale Bench Archaeo- 
logical Site (510 acres). 

Interaction. Exclusion of harvesting activities on this 510-acre tract 
would constitute an insignificant loss of fuel wood supplies presently 
available within the Zidn unit. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 

Decision. Allow harvesting unitwide. 

Rationale. Dead and down firewood can be harvested without damage to an 
archaeological site. Specific exclusion of a site identified as such, 
could draw attention to it which could lead to more damage than would be 
done by firewood harvesting. . 

:i ,I t .? Alt.12t~ .rc!ciitiona1 SI:CP:R. ii necdecl : , 
I :.. .'.,, 

_ .:.__ . . .._ 1 .li--;;..-~-i--- -.-_ -.-L_ ~Y~~Z=-.---------- 
. a,*; ,,.! ( r\,., 

___ .__.-- -- 
Form IGCKI-21 (April 15’73) 

-. _ __-.- -_-., 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

\ 

3x9, km- Objective. Provide maximum stocking of ponderosa pine in al7 forested 
Si.d;!I’F, areas where previous harvest activities have been conducted. 

Fayan 
J-4yl56 R Rationale. Prompt reforestation of all harvested areas which are cap- 

able of supporting tree growth is one aspect of Bureau of Land Manage- 
&=c.i47r ment Policy (1603.12f4h). 

Areas which have previously been logged are deficient in natural reforesta- 
tion. Many of the harvest areas are marginal for growth of the com- 
mercial species but a reasonable assurance of reforestation success is 
indicated by the fact that harvestable size trees did grow in these 
areas. Re-establishment of ponderosa pine can enhance short-term aes- 
thetic value of the areas and maintain site productivity. A long-term 
benefit which may be realized following successful restocking is the 
production of timber on a periodic basis. 

----- 

II I .s tir c -I r-l Form 1600-29 (April IWS) 



i’?;:‘i‘;.r> ST;lT’ES 

DEPARTXEX?’ OF TiiE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF L:l:;D !J;tSAGIC!,:!-:?jT 

MANAGEt.%NT FRAMEit’ORK PLAN 
RECOMMEND.Al-ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

i iorestrv 
OVtTi.iV !icit?:<-!1~~2 
Steo 1 Srcn 3 

Bunker R2cr?m~2ndation F-2. I. Provide for artificial reforestation of previous 
Jan 1973 harvest areas in the following steps: establish gmderosa pine test 

plots no larger than .25 acre in size in sites which are physically 
representative of each major harvest area; depeo&nt upon favorable 
results of seedling establishment, initiate large scale plantings to 
fu?ly restock all suitable sites. 

Support. Access 

Rationale. Ponderosa pine, while not occurring in large segments of the 
planning unit, does contrast with the predominaat low-growing tree 
species and provides an aesthetically pleasing appearance to the environ- 
ment. . 

Reforestation of these areas can enhance wildlife habitat, improve 
watershed conditions, and increase or maintain site productivity. 

Alternative 2 (F-2.1 Ponderosa Reforestation). Modify recommendation F- 
2.1 to incorporate the following mitigating measures: 

1. Scattered ponderosa pine and more abundant tree species occur 
in both right-of-way corridors recommended by laads. Ponderosa should 
be avoided during preliminary survey for any easement which would 
require clearing of surface vegetation. All trees which must be cleared . 
should be offered for sale or free use disposal. 

2. During interim period prior to initiating ponderosa pine 
reforestation, classify F-2.1 areas as open to ORV use. Vehicular use 
musk be restricted to existing roads, or closed to such activity when 
reforestation efforts are initiated. ORV restrictions will be necessary 
until ponderosa seedlings have attained a minimum height of 4 feet, at 
which time these areas may be redesignated.as open to vehicular use. 

Fagan Interactions 
June 1979 

1. ORV restrictions will only be limited to the period of time 
required to insure establishment of ponderosa seedlings. Alternative 
ORV designations, such as restriction of vehicles to roads or complete ' 
closure, should be determined following a specific evaluation of each 
reforestation site. The minimum protective measure should be stipulated 
following this specific evaluation. 

2. Avoidance of existing ponderosa pine during initial planning 
for right-of-way siting will minimize impacts. All trees which are 
unavoidably slated for removal may be beneficially harvested. 

NOfc: t\lt;rch actc!ilional silrets. if !lecdcvl 
--_. . . --. ;i- .-L-.2- .:: Y ._ -& z: - --=~~---=-~=-~~-~-~ 
*iv;. .* ,::,..,:\ I.,, r,*!‘,.r<,. 0 . Form 1600-21 (Api: 1!‘75) 

A. - . _----.- 



: ‘, %l"tiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 
G79 

i.:*,QCII Decision. Reject the HFP Step 2 recommendation. 

.:a 1981 
Rationale. The recommendation suggests large scale plantings to fully 
restock suitable sites. The rationale for the objective states many of 
the areas are marginal for the growth of commercial timber. There is a 
cOncensus that all the areas would have marginal success from a commer- 
cial timber standpoint. There is also little hope for a successful 
planting because of invasion by pinyon, juniper, and manzanita. - 

Host areas are revegetating ponderosa in sufficient quantity to provide 
a beneficial effect as well as to enhance wildlife habitat. 



NIP Interic.tion 

Activity and kecommeu&tion F-1.1. Establish 5,890 acres of forestl:d 1.;1~1 inr tuelrtood free use, and post sales (29,450 cords). 

A --- -.....^. - ._._._.? 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

PGSSible tG Recommendation Eliminate 
Dat.a a, R~sot,rrr I&rractions Wh.fl i5 !ha* Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname .llld kc. He's. ReCGmer!datio" -- ----.- InteracQcn,- !~~-(~u~~!I? .(liJ Whr*t‘e . .- . Compromise 

. . 

I’- I 
filwlrf;,lu bench Scenic Overlr,oL 

R-l.2 
li.ll~r Cl.011 Inter. Developm..nl 

k.l.3 
(ilew1t(v Dench Arch. Site Uuv. 

R-i?. 1 
Acc~:.~ inlo Hog Heaven area 

11.1 I 
l.e~;'e ;,I1 lands ol.en to ORVj 

liR,i Va!~ics - Recreation 

V!k 1.1 
Vf!M Classes 

WC-1.2 
Visual Intrustions 

-A new visual intrusion coul~l he created with 
a concentrated Iidrvesl in il s8tidI I ii, CJ. 

VR-1.3 -Forest products harvest would pt,nbsbly result 
Close uncesessary roads in creation of nrw road5 an.1 clearrd trails. 

If harvest occured on or I~G II‘ lhc site No Could eliminate most values 

If harvest occ.trrtid on or n~~.ir (he site No Could eliminate most values 

If harvest UCCIII%~ 011 uti ,,.z,!~' III,! site NO Could eliminate most values 

*Uct.Ler act155 Inr Jt:~r~~.!.L it Lh.::e areas are 
ofticidlly de5i<,:ltited z-s Ii8i-I.<.,o,l areas. 

+tletter ORV ~;:rtiib n!.,y I,.: LI~,::;LcII by clearing 
or cr,eation of (I(!*) t.i;,i ib. 

-Most rucrl:.lt il,l.ill val~:~~s would I,(# degraded 
wn.wht hy II 4 ,:I cq&.,.~l Li:u.I. il.11 vcsL would 
be conct:ntr;,Lt~~l an a ~,li~!r (~‘i'.t. Major values fn 
jcupardy wuuld I.$? pri.,Iil i,L-, l.crnic, wildlife, 
and hunt inil VA Ictis. 

-Firewuod and pli..t haI 11, ..I itI -1 c-6xcntrated 
area would c~u:,! srtini; q 1~1 it:/ d:.~p.Lufation 
particulary in VI::4 Cl~:,r; I d11i1 II Jreas. 

Partial 

Some - put in VRM IV 
area. 

Some put in VRM IV area 
and appropriate stips. 

Some put in VRM IV area 
and appropriate stips. 



MrP Int1:txl inn 

Activity and Hacomrwndation F-1.2. Allow harvest of dead/down trees ill xcessible areas. 

---- --. .-..-- 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Ru>c;urce Interactions WhJt is 1111: Modify Without All or Part of Your 
illl~l~!~~~. No's. Surrl~rllP Ititel-~~tl!!!!,!lr,t,.~i!!! hl,,z!!!~!-~~wre Compromise Recommendation 

R-l. 1 -Probable cre.llinn (,I n(w t rLii Is by vehicle% Restrict vehicle access Could reduce values 
Clen81.! te Bench scenic ovwluok COtlld dt2lJl’illk: scl'llir 411%t 5 i I (! qwllities. no off road travel. 

R-l.3 -Prohdblt~ cw~t ion oi ~lt'i, I.;..ri Ia by chicle Restrict vehicle access Could redbce values. 
Glenrl~ir Bench Arch. Site could dcgrdtle scenic .HK! b ilc) ~p~lities. no off road travel. 

n-2.1 
A:ct!ss in Hog t!~.wrn area. 

4Uetter JCC,:L.:; r0,. tthl IWCIO~ ~(81 leclion. 

Illi? Vcrlues-Recwation -Probable err-.ltion L.I II;.:, t roils by vehicles 
wuultl coutinw Lo 11, !j. Ilie pl.imitive/natural , 
scenic, and wildlile b-.iu;s. 

See R-l.1 See R-l.1 

YiI-1.1 
VRH Classes 

VII-- 1. 2 
Visual Intrusions 

-If major prc,lif~rdl,uu of tt,ails-ways occurred' See R-l.1 
which is quilt likel~-~tili~jnh existing trend. 

See VR-1.1 .See R-l.1 

VII-l.3 See W-1.1 See R-l.1 

See R-l.1 

See d-l.1 

See R-l.1 
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MFP Interaction , 

Activity and Recommendation F-2.1. Tree planting in previously harvested Ponderosa Pine areas. 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Recommendation Eliminate 
Date & Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

R-3.1 -0RV access would be restricted in planting NO Part 
areas during the time trees are being established. 

URA Values +Scenic quality and wildl.ife habitat values should, 
be improved. 

. 



Reconciliation of URA Step 4" 

1. Predator Control. Opportunities for predator control were not 
brought forward because predators do not present a serious problem at 
the present time. This opportunity could be reconsidered if predators 
become a major problem in the planning unit. 

2. Supervision. Opportunities for improved supervision of grazing use 
were not carried forward because supervision is considered a day-to-day 
responsibility. It is assumed that with implementation of intensive 
management, manpok!er and funds will be available to do an adequate job 
of supervision. 

3. - Poisonous Plants. Poisonous plant control opportunities k/ere not carried 
forward because poisonous plants cause only minor problems in the unit. 
Allotments with oak are not grazed in the early spring, when oak causes 
problecs. Milkweed is found on Federal land in only small amounts and 
does not warrant special control measures. 

4. Livestock Driveways. The placing of signs along existing livestock 
trails is an administrative action. Therefore, it was not carried for- 
ward as a recommendation in Step 1 MFP. 

5. Land Disposal. The opportunity to dispose of scattered tracts of 
land was not carried forward because an inventory has not been made 
identifying lands that would fall into this catagory. 

6. Restricted Access. Better public. relations with land owners in 
order to gain access across private land was not brought forward because 
it is an on-going program that should be practiced anyway. 

7. Off-Road Vehicle Use. 
use were not brought forward 

Opportunities to restrict off-road-vehicle 
because at the present time off-road- 

vehicle use in the unit does not present a significant problem. 

. . ._. - ._ . _. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAG~?dENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

QV 
Objective Number - 

J”lU III, i uyu,,, e 

.lancnn mans 

McRae 
Cbrzl i n Fanan Objective R!j-1. During the interim period until intensive livestock 
"F,IJCII lgement is achieved stop downward trend and maintain existing produc- 
Dee 1978 tion of desirable livestock forage (5,756 AUMs on 97,528 suitable acres) 

consistent :qith meeting plant and soil requirements. _ 

Rationale. This objective is designed to correct present range manage- 
ment problems caused by continuous grazing during the growing season at 
a level too high to sustain the forage resource. This objective is 
necessary to stop downklard trend and to meet plant and soil requirements 
during the interim period until intensiv- 0 livestock management can be 
implemented. Data from URA Step 3 on apparent trend shows 17 percent of 
the suitable areas of the unit in a downward trend, and 76 percent in a 
static trend. Seventy-one percent of the suitable areas are in poor 
condition. This objective would provide for soil and plant requirements 
and assure a sustained level of production over time. This would be 
consistent with Bureau range management responsibilities as authorized 
in the Taylor Grazing Act which provided in part that the Secretary of 
Interior shall regulate occupancy and use within grazing districts to 
preserve the land and its resources from destruction or unnecessary 
injury, to provide for orderly use, improvement and development of the 
range. This is also later re-emphasized in FLPF!A (PL94-579). No range 
developments would be proposed. Although this objective would not meet 
the PAA demand in total it would contribute to the fulfillment in part; 

- __ . -_--B-v- 

, lrtrfr:~t trons cm wrfer.re) Form 160040 (April 1955) 

-~_. -..,.. z . _. . 



UXiTED STAT!:S 
DEPART?JEST Of TtiE IXTEXIOR 

- 
BUREAU OF LASD :&lN:‘\GES:ENT 

L 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATiO:+ANALYSIS-OECISION 

L Range Yanaqet::ent 
Overlay Refcrencc 

Step 1 Step 3 

cRae Reco:?lrendation X1- 1.1. Change the period of Lse to after the seed ripe 
an 1373 period so all allo6!%ts presently grazed during the growling season are 

grazed after the seed ripe period of the key forage species, except 
Black Rock, First ?oint and S\!allo;rl Park ancl some custodial allotments 
nher2 se,:s.on k:ould corres?on-d to use made on private land (tab?e 1 and 
over1 53: 2). 

$~tJ~:.?;-t. me--- hn2. 

!?ationale. Gt-xing during the dor::ant season has the least detrimental ---_- 
effect on forit; plants. The most &nag,? occurs when olants are crazed 
during the gro:;/ing season which reduces t:le amount of food made aid 
stored by the plant. As a result, the c:Facity of the plant to produce 
both shoot and root grolJth the next year 1s reduced. Continued grazii:g 
each year durinc the gro?:ing season can severely bleaken or kill the 

\ 

plants. Presently, 48 of 56 allotrents in the unit are licensed to be 
grazed each year d:Jring tiia grol;/iZg season. Yearly season long grazing 
during tile grc:;:ir.g season has caused a drainatic decline in pro<iuctivity. 
Adjustments in present seas3n of i~se ar\, 3 needed to sustain desirable 
forage'productivity and to rehabilitat e ranges that are experiencing 
deteriorating conditions. 

Interactions. See attached. 
. 1979 

' Alternative 1. Accept NFP Step 1.1 activity recommendati'on. 

Impact Identification. As stated below. 

Alternative 2. During the interim allow livestock to graze after the 
seed ripe period of key forage species with the follo?ling exceptions. 

1. Allotments with allotment management plans will follow existing 
schedule (RN-1.1). 

2. Cattle in allotments with number one priority deer-livestock 
use conflicts (Ford Kell and Sugar Knoll) would be allowed to graze only 
during the dormant season (October through ilarch) 'for 2 years. (KL- 
1.1). 

3. Good and fair riparian areas that are accessibie to livestock 
will be.fenced to keep livestock out. This includes riparian 'areas in 
Lower North Fork, 'Jpper North Fork, Table Xountain, Lydia, Elbow Spring, 
and Upper Place Allotments. There is suitable range.on riparian areas 
only in Upper North Fork, Table Mountain and Lydia Allotments (WL-3.1). 

Attach additional shrcts. if nccdcd 

r:mr’tctrr,\ ON rl*,“*Iv,* ) 

., 

-e 
Form i600-2: (Aprtt 1’)73;) 
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4. Cattle will continue to graze on frail watershed, but AU/% will 
not be counted on these areas until SSF is less than 60 (W-1.1). 

Impact Identification. 
1. No impact. 
2. Restricted grazing season (October through March) for Ford Well 

and Sugar Knoll Allotments. 
3. Loss of 8,741 acres and 315 AU& due to not counting AUKS on 

frail watersheds. & 
4. Loss ofaacres and 12 AUF% due to fencing out riparian habitat 

from livestock grazing. 

Alternative 3. Change season of uSe to October 1 through March 31. (W- 
1.2). ( Hi-1.1). 

1. Change season of use on existing AMPS to conform with the 
dorma;t period of the key species (W-1.2) (VL-1.1). . 

1.1). l 

Livestock will not graze on allotments with frail watershed (W- 

3. Livestock will not graze on allotments with riparian areas that 
are suitable for livestock grazing (WL-3.1). 

Impact Identification. Change season of use on all allotments to 
'October through March. 

1. Change season of use of existing AMP to conform with dormant 
period of the key species. 

2. Loss of 24,881 acres and 965 AUMs on allotments with frail 
watershed. 

3. Loss of 13,693 acres and 824 AINs due to rejecting livestock 
grazing on allotment with riparian area. 

Alternative 4. Reject MFP Step 1.1 Activity Recommendation. 

Impact Identification. Grazing during the growing season will cause a 
continued decline in plant productivity. 

RM 1.1 Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would result in negative 
impacts to .deer on 14 allotments and to wildlife, generally in the 
riparian habitat which is grazed by livestock. Cattle would continue to 
harvest bitterbrush during the growing season and key riparian species 
(cottonwood and willow) would not be allowed to become established. 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would negatively effect frail watershed areas 
because these areas would continue to be grazed, but alternative 2 would 
partially mitigate grazing and frail watershed by not giving livestock T 
credit for AUPls that are produced on these areas. Alternative 3 would 
best meet the needs of watershed and wildlife, but there would still be 
a conflict between deer and livestock on 12 allotments. Alternative 1 
would best meet the needs of livestock. Livestock would loose 315 AUMs 
to frail watershed and 12 AUMs to wildlife in alternative 2. Livestock 



old lose 955 AU!& on allotments with frail watershed and 824 AUMs on 
a;'TIotments with riparian habitat in alternative 3. . 

T~tra Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 
'$I 1979 
Iqan kea Xanaqer's s!ultiple. Use Recommendation. Criteria for range suit- 
i?tne 1979 &ility determination, approved by the State Director, indicates water- 

sheds with a soil surface factor (SSF) of greater than 60 can be con- 
s4dcred suitable for grazing if there is potential for improvement to an 
SSF of 60 or less by natural range management. Below are shown allot- 
scents having acreage with SSF ratings greater than 60 that can be inprov- 
ti through management and affected number of AUFls. 

Allotnrent Acreage AUPlls Soil Surface Factor 

Black Rock 
Buck Knoll 
Burnt Flata 
Cottonwood Spring 
Dry Mash 
Four Mile 
Glenda1 e Bench 
Isolated Trachs 
Meadow Canyon 
Spencer Bench 

Spring Hollowa 
Swairp Creek 
Zion 

Custodia? allotments 

1,645 
1,630 

20 
235 

20 
530 

1,179 
400 

7:: 

330 
251 

1,676 

8,741 315 

fl; 
1 

10 
1 

5”: 
14 

2 
33 

8 

ii: 

67 
61, 62 

62 
61 
62 

62,?3 
64, 65 

62 
68 on 504 acres 
62 on 281 acres 

62 
68 

65 on 1,185 acres 
62 on 20 acres 
66 on 431 .69 on 40 acres acresa 

. 

Pursuant to the approved standards and the fact that SSF can improve 
through management to 60 or below,-Alternative 2 is modified to allow 
grazing on the allotments with frail watersheds identified above and to 
allow carrying capacity for the 315 AUMs on those areas. 

Also there are some allotments where the season of use varies slightly 
from that recommended on Table 1. Unless otherwise indicated in the 

,analysis these changes are still within the after seed ripe period and 
were due to rancher preferance. The impact on other resource values 
does not change. Therefore, no further analysis is necessary. 

Jensen Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation pertaining to Ford 
Jan 1981 Well and.Sugar Knoll Allotments. Further modify the multiple use recom- 

mendation as follows: 



In situations where multipasture systems are to be implemented, whether 
by vulunbry agreement or by decision, the current season of use will 
continue until the multipasture management system is implemented. 

Rationale, Sugar Knoll has been rested since 1976-77. There is pre- 
s&~tfy Sufficient wild1 if ,e forage to meet UCii2 potential deer population 
GR the Ford Yell Allotment. It is not reasonable to require a change in 
season of use on an allGt!:ient twice. 'r'his may result in an undue and 
unreasonable hardship on an operator. In consultation with individual 
aQerato.rs on multipasture systems, season of use and physioiogical 
requirenents of plants in the allotment will be a prime consideration. 
Season of use .for individual allotments will be shown in the allo,tment 
atnci/or grazing file. 
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UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEilENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name CdlF PJ 
. 
Inn 

Activity 

Range Man.a.prent ,: 
Objective Number 

McRae Recommendation RM-1.2. Allow 1,497 cattle and 100 sheep (5,748 AU%) to 
Jan 1979 graze on 97,528 acres of suitable Federal range (table 1). Do not 

authorize cattle or sheep A.UQls on areas classified as unsuitable (73,837 
acres) or potentially suitable (11,090 acres) due to lack of water. 
This is a 54-percent reduction in AK% from base property qualifications 
of 12,561 AU%. (Range Suitability Overlay 3 - Step 3 URA, Appendix 3). 

Rationale. 1% is "Dureau policy that all rangeland be classified as to 
its suitability for livestock grazing. In the Zion Planning Unit 38 
percent of the unit is classified as unsuitable for livestock grazing 
and 6 percent is classified as potentially suitable because of lack of 
water. Steep and rough terrain is the reason 8 percent of the unit is 
unsuitable, low forage production accounts for 20 percent; a combination 
of these two factors result in an additional 10 percent unsuitable. Six 
percent of the unit is potentially suitable due to'lack of water (table 
6 URA Step 3). Curing the interim, grazing will not be allowed on 
potentially suitable range, unless water is hauled or developed on these 
areas by the operators. 

The livestock forage condition rating shows 71 percent of the unit in 
poor condition and only 3 percent in good condition. Ninety percent of 
the allotments show either a downward or static trend. Of the total 
vegetation produced each year on the planning unit an average of only 13 
percent of the current year's 

3 
rowth is allocated to livestock. This is 

due to the high percentage (44 of the planning unit that is unsuitable 
and the majority of the vegetation not being desirable for cattle. 
Fifty-eight percent of the seeded areas are being utilized heavy and 
severe, and 100 percent of the meadow areas receive heavy use. The 

. other vegetative types are used to lesser extent because the majority of 
the plants are not palatable. 

Team Interactions. See attached. 
J&I 1979 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Step 1.2 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. As stated below. 

Alternative 2. Allow livestock grazing on all suitable acres with the 
following exceptions. 

Critical riparian areas that are accessible to livestock will 
be feiced to keep cattle out (WL-3.1). 

-. ..: .---A--- .- 

! Ill.~lr:r,~:ilnls o,, rc~rYv.~r~ 

-- 
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2. Cattle will continue to graze on frail watersk%d, but AU0.s will 
not be counted on those areas until SSF can be improved to below 60 (W- 
Ll). 

Iwact Identification 
1. Loss of 60 acres and 12 AUMs to livestock grazing due to fenc- 

ing out riparian habitat and loss of cattle watering sources. 
2. Loss of 8,741 acres and 315 AUMs due to not counting AUMs cn 

frail watersheds. 

Alternative 3. Allow livestock grazing on all suitable acres with the 
following exceptions. 

1. Livestock will not graze on allotments with riparian areas that 
are suitab?e for livestock grazing (WL-3.1). 

1.1). 
2. Livestock will not graze on allotments with frail watershed (W- 

Impact Identification. 
1. Loss of 13,693 acres and 824 AUMs due to .rejecting livestock 

grazing on allotments with riparian areas that are suitable for cattle 
grazing. 

2. Loss of 24,881 acres and 965 AUMs on allotments with frail 
watershed. 

Alternative 4. Reject MFP Step 1.2 Activity Recommendation. 

Impact Identification. If livestock grazing suitability and forage 
inventory are not followed then the area will continue to be utilized 
nearly 46 percent more than necessary to change the downward or static 
trend which is the case in 90 percent of the allotments. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would result in negative impacts to 
all wildlife where riparian habitat is grazed by cattle. Alternatives 1 
and 2 would negatively effect frail watershed areas because these areas 
would cant inue to be grazed, but alternative 2 would partially mitigate 
grazing on frail watershed by not giving cattle credit for AUMs that are 
produced on these areas. Alternative 3 would best meet the needs of 
watershed and wildlife; but would reduce an additional 1,789 AUMs from 
1 ivestock use. Alternative 1 would best meet the needs for optional 
livestock production. Alternative 2 would result in 72 AUMs loss by 
fencing riparian areas and 315 AUMs due to not counting AUMs on frail 
watersheds. 

, 
Team Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 

. 

Feb 1979 
Fagan Area Manaqer's Multiple Use Recommendation. Alternative 2 is modified 
June 1979 to allow carrying capacity on frail watersheds recommended to be'grazed 

as suitable range (see explanation in Area Manager's Multiple Use 
Recommendation in RN-1.1). This will increase the AUMs to be licensed 
by 315 AUHs over what is proposed in the Team Alternative 2. The SSFs 

_.-. _ _ 



on these areas are in the 60s and proper grazing management will reduce 
the SSF to below 60. . 

Jensen Decision. Accept the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation pertain- 
:an '1981 ing to fencing the riparian areas and the attached RYPD which is the 

decision document for allocation of livestock forage. 

Rationale, Uhen the iIFP Step 2 recommendation was proposed, the poiicy 
MS to implement by full force and effect and adjustments would have 
been immediate. Due to change in BLM policy and regulation to allow 
adiustments to be spread over a S-year period, the allocation is as 
proposed in the RitPD. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

McRae Recommendation Ri?-1.3. Establish 29 custodial allotments and two 
Jan 1979 partial custodial allotments to be managed administratively by regulat- 

ing class of livestock, AUMs and season of use (table 1 and Overlay 2). 

Rationale. Custodial allotments are difficult or impossible for BLM to 
manage. The difficulty arises from those situations where public land 
is a snail part of the total grazing area. Often these nublic lands 
have such a fragmented or isolated land pattern that it is not practical 
or possible for BLM to gain control for intensive range management 
practices. 

The 29 custodial allotments would comprise 21,259 suitable Federal acres 
and the two partial custodial allotments would comprise 1,237 acres for 
a total of 22,496 suitable Federal acres. Because of the reasons stated 
above, only class of livestock, AUMs and season of use will be regulated 
by BLM and intensive grazing systems will not be attempted. 

Interactions. See attached. 

:eam ,- 'q79 Alternative 1. Accept MFP Step 1.3 activity recommendation. 

Impact-Identifications. See attached MFP interaction. 

Alternative 2. Establish 29 custodial allotments and two partially 
custodial allotments with the following conditions. 

1. Do not allow livestock to graze during the growing season for 2 
consecutive years on Gardner Hollow, Red Hollow, Rocking Chair, Upper 
Place and Zion allotments (WL-1.1). 

2. Good and fair riparian areas that are accessible to livestock 
will be fenced to keep cattle out of the following allotments: Lower 
North Fork, Lydia, Table Mountain, 

.(WL-3.1). 
Upper North Fork, and Upper Place 

3. Allow cattle to continue to graze on frail watershed but AUMs 
will not be counted on these areas until SSF can be improved to below 60 
(W-1.1). 

4. Change Zion allotment to an intensive managed allotment prior 
to watershed treatment of 1,140 acres (W-2.1). . 

Impact Identification. 
1. Season of use would be to October to March on Gardner Hollow, 

Red Hollow, Rocking Chair, Upper Place and Zion Allotments. 

-- -.. .__-..-. --- - 

! In.str:cc :rolfs on rc-1*cr.sc*l 

---- --- 
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2. Loss of 60 acres and 12 AUMs due to fencing out riparian 
habitat from livestock grazing. 

*3* Loss of 2,066 acres and 72 AUMs due to not counting AN on 
frail watersheds. 

4. Zion Allotment would be an intensively managed allotment. 

Alternative 3. Hake all allotments in planning unit managed under 
intensive management. 

Livestock will not graze on allotments with frail watershed (W- 

Do not allow cattle to graze on allotments with riparian-areas 
that EFe suitable for livestock grazing (WL-3.1). 

Impact Identification. All allotments in planning unit would be managed 
under intensive management. 

*1. Loss of 27,661 acres and 323 AUMs on allotment with frail 
watershed. 

2. Loss of 2,656 acres and 225 AUMs rejecting livestock grazing on 
allotments with riparian areas. 

Alternative 4. Reject NFP Step 1.3 Activity Recommendation. 

Impact Identification. It iS difficult if not impossible.to effectively 
manage public land that is a small part of the total grazing area. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternatives 1 and 2 would negatively affect five 
custodial allotments with deer-livestock use conflicts. Alternative 1 
would also allow grazing on riparian areas on eight custodial allotments. 
Alternatives 1 and 2, which establish 28 custodial allotments, will not 
provide the intensive management that would restrict grazing on impor- 
tant riparian areas. Alternative 2 would reduce up to 72 livestock AU& 
in riparian areas, but would provide protection to important riparian 
plant species. Alternative 3 would deny the classification of custodial 
allotments in the unit. It would also eliminate livestock use on allot- 
ments with frail watershed and important riparian habitat. 

:eam Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 
-eb 1979 
'agan Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. The interactions identify 
une 1979 no quantifiable effect of the recommendation on the resources. There is 

nothing to indicate that the mere establishment of custodial allotments 
implies no rest as indicated as needed in WL-1.1. There is also no 
indication that merely establishing custodial allotments is more damaging 
to frail watersheds and riparian areas than to manage the range intensively ' 
for livestock forage. Without knowing what the impacts to recreation 
are, as indicated in the interaction, there is no way to quantify the 
conflicts or identify mitigating measures. There are no quantified 
interactions identified, therefore, there are no reasons to consider the 
alternatives. Accept the recommendation. 

*For acreage and AUM numbers , see table in Area Manager's Multiple Use 
Recommendation for RM-1.1. 

?nsp’- Decision. Accept the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 



Interim Management 
-- --- 

Fotentially 

Lfvestock 
Present Situation -__--_ 

rTvar--- 
Proposed Sftuation Suitable 

lack of Water 
i 

Numbers 
and Cln*;s 

Season Federal Federal Numhcrs Season Federal 
! 

&O~~l~ _ L,r USC -nUMs--- Acres and Class of Use -AtiM? -AZ Acres- 
- "I 

---L----p !I 

(Recomwnda t ion) 

Alton' 4 cattle 

Bald Ynoll 40 cat& 

tkn Hollw 15 cattle 

8lack lbuntalnB67 cattle 

Black Rock 211 cattle 

6uck Ynolt 43 cattle 

Burnt Cedar 
Point 25 cattle 

Burnt Flata 6 cattle 

Calf Pasture 57 cattle 

b Cave Creek 4 cattle 

Coal tltne 20 cattle 

Cogswell Point 5 cattle 

Coop Creek 16 cattle 

Coltonwood 
Springs DC cattle 

Corea 8 cattle 

h;;tSprfng 
217 cattle 

Dry Uash 19 cattle 

Dump 20 cattle 

Elbow Fallsb 45 cattle 

Elbow Springs 56 cattle 

Elkheart Cliffs . . . . . . . . . 

(AM-1.2) (RM-1.2) 

6/l - lo/31 

5/r, - IO/l5 

5/l - IO/l5 

1011 - 11/30 

6/l - 10/15 

?/I - 10115 

6/l - 10131 

6/l - IO/31 

E/l6 - 10/15 

6/l - g/30 

10/l - 11/30 

6/15 - 7115 

50 - g/30 

6/l - IO/31 

VI - 10/31 

5/16 - ICI/31 

6/l - IO/31 

6/16 - 10/15 

6/16 - 10/15 

20 ED 

214 6,701 

83 30 

134 1.210 

950 18.044 

151 4,745 

(RN-1.2) 

2 cattle 

7 cattle 

. . . . . . . . . . 

21 cattle 

147 cattle 

56 cattle 

35 cattle 

4 cattle 

62 cattle 

13 cattle 

3 cattle 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

27 cattle 

4 cattle 

97 cattle 

10 cattle 

2 cattle 

10 cattle 
7 cattle 

e........, 

(RR-1.1) 

9/l - 11/15 

7/16 - IO/31 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

10/l - 11/30 

6/l - 10/15 

7/16 - 10/15 

7/16 - IO/l5 

6/l - 10/31 

E/16 - IO/l5 

8/l - g/30 

10/l - 10/31 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . ...* 

5 

25 

. . . 

42 

662 

168 

. ..a. 

869 

12.759 

3,475 

(RN-1.2) 

-75 

-88 

-100 

-69 

-30 

11 250 

125 2,980 

30 866 

114 2,291 

16 770 

40 255 

5 230 

80 430 

105 2,430 

20 726 

124 1.191 

26 410 

3 95 

..* 

. . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

-16 . . . 

-33 . . . 

9 60 

62 . . . 

-93 ..* 

-100 ..* 

-100 .I. 

.,... 

1,040 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

F 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

430 3,176 

40 160 

7/16 - 10131 95 2.236 -78 

9/1 - 10131 8 160 -80 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1.194 21,662 

95 1,441 

80 201 

100 2,945 

5/16 - IO/31 

7/16 - lo/31 

7/16 - lo/31 

7/16 - lo/31 

534 

35 

7 

35d 
25 

..a 

. . . 

10,610 

570 

201 

727’ 
765 

-55 

-63 

-91 

-67 

1,155 

.*... 

. ...* 

8/l - 10/15 

. . . . . . . . . . 

140 

. . . . 

2,364 

681 ..*....... 

. . . . . ...*... 

+...*.*.*.*. 

1.e.. -100 

. ..** 0 

. . . 

. . . 

43 

..* 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. ..*. 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

i Allotrents totally custodial. 
Allotments partially custodial. 

5 Custodial Acres. 
Custodial AUMs. 

.! 
, .‘Y 

. 

(Continued) 



1 (continued) 
. - - ----.- -- ---- - ---- --- 

Present Situation 
PotenTiT 

--A-- 
--Livestock 

-- 
nvestock'-- 

Proposed Situation -- Suitable 
-Percent 

Numbers Season Federal 
Lack of l!ater 

Federal Numbers Season Suitdble Federal 
Allotrent and Class of US$- AUMs Acres and Class Use of 

first Point 65 cattle 

flume Ho1103 7 cattle 

ford Well 97 cattle 

Four Mile 15 cattle 

Gardner Hollowa 8 cattle 

Glendale Bench 43 cattle 

Gordon Point' 100 sheep 

Hay Canyona . . . . . . . . . . 

Hogs Heaven" 108 cattle 

Isolated8 
Tracts 20 cattle 

Johnson Canyon 58 cattle 

Levanger Lakesa 3 cattle 

. Lower Herda 30 cattle 

Lower North' 
Fork 6 cattle 

Lydias Canyon 16 cattle 

Lydia' 18 cattle 

Meadow Canyona 7 cattle 

Mill Creek 75 cattle 

Neuts Canyon' 37 cattle 

North forka 4 cattle 

II/l - 3/31 
5/l - 9130 

5/l - 11/30 

h/IO - 7/9 
8/10 - 10/9 

G/l6 - 10/15 

5/l - IO/31 

8/l - lo/31 

5/16 - 6130 
8/16 - 10/15 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

5/16 - IO/l5 

54 cattle 7116 - 9/30 
11/l - 3/31 

g/1 - 11/30 

7/16 - IO/15 

405 3,955 -38 

3 cattle 

74 cattle 

9 190 -82 

222 6,601 -24 

17 cattle 7/16 - IO/31 60 1,695 0 

6 cattle 6/l - lo/31 30 830 -38 

24 cattle O/l - 10/31 72 1.784 -44 

100 sheep 806 - lo/15 40 386 -43 

. . . . . 

6 cattle 8/l - lo/31 18 170 100 

18 cattle 8/l - 10115 45 880 -92 

6/16 - 10/15 

i Allotments totally custodial. 
Allotments partially custodial. 

: Custodial Acres. 
Custodial Al%.. 

650 6,216 

49 775 

291 7.981 

60 1,695 

48 2.200 

129 1,704 

70 386 

e.... 811 

540 1,771 

80 1,510 

271 2,553 

29 890 

165 860 

30 810 

16 466 

216 3,336 

35 1,733 

300 13,479 

111 2.479 

16 280 

6 cattle 
13 cattle 

11 cattle 

11 cattle 

8 cattle 

7/16 - lo/31 
ii 

d 

33 

33 

24 

sloc 
920 

985 

740 

385 

-16 .*... 

6/26 - 11/15 

3/l - 12120 

5/l - IO/l5 

5/l - 9/30 

611 - 6/30 

3/l - 2128 

6/l - 10/31 

60 - 9/30 

7/l - g/30 

W - g/30 

7/16 - IO/l5 

811 - 10/31 

8/l - 10131 

-88 

14 

-85 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1 cattle 

,..,...... 

5 cattle 

5 cattle 

44 cattle 

49 cattle 

15 cattle 

9/l - to/31 2 60 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

3/l - 2128 60 669 

6/l - lo/31 25 1.453 

7/16 - lo/l5 132 2,819 

7/l - 9/30 147 1,441 

8/l - g/30 30 0 280 

-93 

-100 

-72 

-29 

-56 

32 

88 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

490 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. 

. 
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Table 1 (concluded) 
----P-P ~-------- 

Potrntfally - 
PrN!nt SitlJiJtiWl Proposed Situation Suftable -L~~locii- -I.-- -.-- -- --_-- 

ITGStock- 
----- 

-Percent Lack of Water 
Numbers SCt50n Federal Federal Numbers Season Suitable Federal Chanoe Federal 

Allotment and Class --ofUse--- AUMs Acres and Class of Use -Ah Acrec in Ahs AlWs -- Acres- 

W;ville' 
50 cattle 

Red Hollowa 17 cattle 

Robinson Creeka 12 cattle 

5/16 - lO/lS 

5/l - IO/31 

6/l - 11115 

6/l - 6/30 

250 4.857 

102 801 

66 536 

162 1,631 

342 8,329 
186 

224 2,220 

. . . . . 510 

. . . . . 325 

112 2,640 

108 371 

100 cattle O/16 - lO/lS 200 850 -20 

5 cattle 5/l - 10/31 30 450 -71 

8 cattle 9/l - ll/JO 24 436 .64 

61 cattle 6/l - 6130 61 1,561 -62 

59 cattle 7/16 - lo/15 177 4,216 -66 

125 

. . . 

. . . , 

. . . 

27 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

33 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

64 

381 

lI501 

Rocking Chaira 162 cattle 

Sfnk Valley 76 cattle 
93 cattle 

Spencer Bench 64 cattle 

Sprfng Hollowa . . . . . . . . . 

Stewart Creek' . . . . . . . . . . 

Sugar ynoll 2R cattle 

Swains Creek 50 cattle 
4 horses 

Swallow Park 176 cattle 

.Syler Knoll* 18 cattle 

lahle 
I!ountaina 335 sheep 5/16 - lo/15 33s 2,254 44 cattle 

Tfrber 
Rountafn 125 cattle 

Upper Rnrtha 
Fork 22 cattle 

Upper Place" 11 cattle 

Willow Creek' . . . . . . . . . . 

Zion Park 54 cattle 

Ziona 239 cattle -. 

Total 2,770 cattle 
435 sheep 

4 horses 

6/l - IO/15 
7/l - a/31 

7/l - 10/15 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . ..a 

3/16 - 7/15 

5116 - 7115 

L/l - 11/30 

5/l - 10131 

1.232 11,594 

108 415 

7/l - !I/30 375 6,664 115 cattle 

6/l - g/30 68 810 

6/l - 10/15 50 1,715 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,158 

5/l - 7/31 162 1,298 

5/l - lo/31 1,434 11,012 

12,561 182,455 

28 cattle 7/16 - lo/31 98 1.668 -56 

8 cattle 10/l - 10/31 0 330 100 

1 cattle 5/l - 10/31 .6 325 100 

5 cattle 7/16 - lo/15 15 620 -07 

5 cattle 7/16 - IO/31 18 341 -83 

124 cattle 5/l - 11/30 868 9.994 -30 

2 cattle 9/l -’ 10/31 4 100 -96 

7/l - g/30 

7/16 - lo/31 

132 1,262 -61 

403 6,664 

4 cattle 

5 cattle 

15 cattle 

. . . . . . . . . . 

2 cattle 

1.520 cattle 
100 slieep 

E/l - 9130 8 30 

6/l - 10/15 23 635 

9/l - 10/31 30 389 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

6/l - 10/31 

. . . . . . . . 

270 5.152 

5.740 99,958 

7 

-91 

-54 

t100 

-100 

-81 

-54 

*...* 

. . . . . 

,.... 

1.008 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

..*.. 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

700 

. . . . . 

. . . . . , 

. . . . . 

,.... 

. . . . . 

*.... 

2,516 

8,660 

8 Allotments total-custom 
-- - 



ClfP 2 TABLE 1 

Interim Management Summary of Area Manager Step 2 Recommendations 

Allotment 

nvestock 
Numbers 

and Class 

_*__-.. ._.-_. _-.- ..__.__ -. ---- ^-- -- 

Present Situation Area Manager's Recommendation 
Potentially 

Suitable 
Percent 

Season Total Federal 
Lack of Hater 

Season Suitahle 
of Use AUMS Acres 

Federal 
Use of AUNs 

Federal Change 
Acres in AUts --- ?ZRls Acres ---_- --- 

(Recommendatfon) 

Alton" 4c 6/l-10/31 20 80 

(RM-1.2) (R&1.2) (RM-1.2) 

Deferred Rotation 
6/l-10/31 due to 
small acreage 

5 80 -75 . . ..**. 

7/l-10/31 Bald Knoll 4UC 5/6-10/15 214 6.701 

Ben Hollow 15c 5/l-10/15 83 30 

Black Mountair@ 67C 10/l-11/30 134 1,210 

25 860 -88 

. . . . . . . . -100 

42 869 -69 

662 12,759 -30 

168 3,475 11 

. . . . . . . 

1. . . . . . 

. . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . 

13 250 

e/15-11/20 

6/l-10/15 

7/l-10/15 

Black Rock 

Buck Knoll 

Burnt Cedar 
Point 

Burnt Flata 

Calf Pasture 

Cave Creeka 

Coal Mine 

Cogsnell 
Point 

211c 

43C 

6/t-10/15 

7/l-10/15 

950 

151 

18.044 

4,745 

25C 6/l-10/31 125 2,980 7/l-11/30 105 2.430 -16 

6C 6/l-!0/31 30 866 Custodial 6/l-10/31 20 726 -33 

57c 8/16-lo/15 114 2,291 B/16-10/15 124 1,191 9 

4c 6/l-9/30 16 770 6/l-9/30 26 410 62 

2nC IO/l-11/30 40 255 10/l-lOf31 3 g5 -93 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1,040 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

60 

. . 

5c b/15-7/15 5 230 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -100 . . . . . . . 

'Allotments totally custodial. 
bAllotments partially custodial. 
'Custodial AUMs. 
dCustodia1 Acres. 
eSeason same a- existing AMP. 
fAUIls differ slightly due to rounding numbers and AUMs. 

.,.. -,.*I ,” ,,s.* - .,a#_11 ..“.a Y-Y”-. . . . . . . . . 
.I., n ..“Y ..- -Le.- ,.>% em.. ,̂  ,s, “I.,. 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Allotment 

Livestock 
NutnfJers 

and Class 

Present Situation 

Sea:on Total 
of Use AUHs .--.--_I- 

Area Manager's Recoevnendatfon 
Potentially 

Suitable 

Federal 
Percent lack of Water 

Season Suitable Federal Chanoe Federal 
Acres of Use LA----- AUM A creS in AUMs Au\lS Arres - 

Coop Creek 

Cottonwood 
Springs 

Covea 

;;;;tSvfng 

Ory Nash 

Dump 

Elbow Fallsb 

Elbow Springs 

16C 5/l-9/30 

ECC ' G/1-10/31 

8C 'G/1-10/31 

217C 5/16-lo/31 1,194 21,662 

19c 6/l-10/31 95 1.441 

2oc G/16-10/15 80 201 

45c 6/16-IO/IS 180 2.945 

56C a/1-lo/15 

Elkheart Cliffs . . . . 

First Pofnth 6SC 

. . . . . . . . . 

11/l-3/31 

5/l-9/30 

140 2,364 

. . . . . 681 

650 6.216 

Flume Hollowah 7C 5/l-11/30 49 

Ford Well 97c 6/10-g/IO 291 

80 430 

430 3,176 

40 160 

775 

7,981 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

7/l-10/31 

Custodtal 9/l-10/31 
or 6/l-10/31 

7/16-llf30 

7/l-11/30 

7/l-10/31 

Falls Pasture . 
7/l-lOf31 

Elbow Pasture 
Custodial 
6/15-3/31 

. . . ..*...... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

11/l-3/31 

7/N-9/30 AtiP 

Custodial 9/l-11/30 

Graze during dormant 
season 

. . . . . . . . . -100 

95 2,236 -78 

8 160 -80 

534 10,618 -55 

35 570 -63 

7 201 -91 

c35 d727 -67 

25 765 . . . . 

. . . 

. . . 

405 

9 

222 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

3.s55 

190 

6,601 

-100 

0 

-38 

-82 

-24 

Oct. - March for first 2 years, 
then graze only after seed ripe 

7/16-g/30 

iAllotments totally custodial. 
Allotments partially custodial. 

'Custodial AfRfs. 
iCustodial Acres. 
iSeason same as existing AMP. 
hAWfs differ slightly due to roundfng numbers and AN. 

Present qualfffcations include AUFls in Vermlllfon P.U. 

. . 

. . a 

. . 

43 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

.a * 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . . . . 

..,.. 

. . . . . 

1.155 

. . . . . 

f.... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

*.... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 



Idtile 1 (Continued) --- -.- 

Livestock 
Present Situation -. 

lumbers Season Total 
~_l.@lnl$ and Cla;s .--.---_I\L!!'L...- ul IJ*.r: 

Four Hfle 15c .6/16-10/H 

Gardner Hollona 8C 5/l-10/31 

Glendale Bench 4X ' 8/l-10/31 

Gordon Pointa 100s ‘5/16-6/30 
E/16-10/15 

Hay Canyon' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Hogs Heavena 108 5/16-10/E 

Isolated Tractsb 2UC 6/16-10/15 

Johnson CanyoLh 58C 6/26-11/E 

Levanger Lakesa 3C 3/l-12/20 

Lover Herda 3oc 5/l-10/15 

Lover Rortha 
Fork 6C 5/l-9/30 

Lydias Canyona 1lX 6/l-6/30 

Lydiaa rlx 311-2128 

iAllotments totally custodial. 
,Aliotments partially custodial. 
dCustodial AU&.. 
QCustodfal Acres. 

-- 

Federal 
Acres 

60 1,695 

48 2,200 

129 1,784 

70 386 

. . . 811 

540 1.771 

80 1,510 

271 2,553 

29 890 

165 860 

30 840 

16 466 

216 3,336 

Potentially 
Area Manaoer's Recanmendation --- 

PerceX 
Suitable 

Season 
Lack of Uater 

Suitahlc 
of Use 

Frdrral Champ 
‘-'AhK---~ci<~- In ALIfTs 

rcdcwl 
AUMS Acres ---- 

7/l-10/31 

Custodial S/1-10/31 

7/l-10/31 

6/l-10/31 

0 

-30 

-44 

-43 

. . . * 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

Custodial 8/l-10/31 

6/l-10/15 

7/16-lo/31 

60 1,695 

30 840 

72 1.784 

40 386 

18 170 

45 880 

c21 d510 
46 920 

33 985 

33 740 

24 . 385 

+ 100 . . . . 

-92 . . . . 

-16 . . . . 

See Vermillion 

Custodial 6/l-11/15 

Custodial 8/l-10/31 

-08 

14 

-85 

. . . . 

I. . . 

., . . 

Custodial 9/l-10/31 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Custodial 311-2128 

2 60 

. . . . . . . . 

58 669 

-93 

-100 

-73 

. . . . 

. . . . 

9 . . . 

iSeason same as exfsting N4P. 
AUMs differ slightly due to rounding nranbers and AUMs. 

EReduction in suitable AUMs due to riparian fencing. 
Present qualifications Include AUMs in Vermillion P.U. 

t 



_ 1 (Continued) ---__- -_------ -.- 

Present Situation Area ITanager's Reccnmendation 
Potentially 

- 

Livestock 
-.. Suitable 

Numbers Season Total Federal 
Percent Lack of Water 

Season 
and Class of Use -~ --.-- _ At& 

Suitable 
Acres 

Federal Change Federal 
--. ---- _. _- - AW of Use x In AlHs 7i@fs Acres -- Allotment 

Meadow Canyon' 7C 6/l-10/31 

Mill Creek 75C '6/l-9/30 

Neuts Canyon" 37c , 7/l-9/30 

horth Forka 4c 6/l-9/30 

Orderville Gulcha50C 5/16-IO/15 

Red Hollowa 17c 5/l-10/31 

Robinson Creek” 12C 6/l-11/15 

Rocking Chair' 162C t/l-6/30 

Sink Valley 76c 6/l-10/15 
93c 7/1-a/31 

Spencer Bench 64C 7/l-10/15 

Sprfng Hollowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Stewart Creeka . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Sugar Knoll 2BC 3116-7115 

.35 1,733 

300 13,479 

111 2,479 

16 280 

250 4.857 

102 801 

66 536 

162 1,631 

342 8,329 
186 .*.... 

224 2.220 

. . . 510 

. . . 325 

112 2,648 

108 371 

Custodial 6/l-10/31 

7/16-lo/15 

Custodial 6/16-g/15 

Custodial 6/l-9/30 

Custodial 5/16-g/15 

Custodial 5/l-10/31 

Custodial 9/l-11/30 

Custodial 6/l-6/30 

25 

132 

147 

30 

200 

30 

24 

61 

177 

1,453 -29 

2,819 -56 

1,441 32 

280 88 

850 -20 

458 . -71 

436 -64 

1,561 -62 

4,216 -66 

. . . 

16 

1.. 

. 

. . . 

125 

. . . 

7/l-10/15 
7/16-lo/31 

27 

7/l-10/15 

Custodlal 10/l-10/31 

Custodial 5/l-10/31 

Rest 
then 

for 2 full years 
graze after seed 
7/l-10/15 
7/l-10/15 

98 

a . 

6 

15 
ripe 

18 

1,668 -56 

330 100 

325 100 

620 -87 

. . . 

Swains Creek 50C 
4c 

5/16-7/15 341 -83 

. . . . . 

4no 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1,501 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1,008 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

'Allotments totally custodial. 
bAllotments partially custodial. 
iCustodial Al&.. 
,,Custodial Acres. 
;Season same as existing AMP. 

AWs differ slightly due to rounding numbers and AUMs. 

‘. 



Swallow Parkh 176C 5/l-11/30 

Syler Knolla 16C * 5/l-10/31 

Table Mountainag335S 5/16-lo/15 

Tisber Mountain 12SC 7/l-9/30 

F;Jggllorth 
22c 6/l-9/30 

Upper Placea 11c 6/l-10/15 

Willow Creeka . . . . . . . . . . . . . , 

Zion Park" 54C 5/l-7/31 

Zion' & 5/l-10/31 

Total 2.776 
435s 

4H 

;Allotnents totally custodial. 
Allotrents partially custodial. 

$stodial At&. _ 

1,232 11,594 

108 415 

335 2,254 

375 6,664 

88 . 810 

50 1,715 

. . . . . . 1,158 

162 1,298 

11434 11.012 

12,561 162.455 

5/l-11/30 

Custodial 5/l-10/31 

Custodial 7/l-9/30 

7/16-lo/15 

Custodial a/l-9/30 

Custodial 6/l-10/15 

868 9,994 

4 100 

127 1,262 

403 6,664 

3 30 

23 635 

Custodial 5/15-lo/31 30 38P 

. . ..a.............. . . . . . . . . . . . 

Custodial 5/l-10/31 270 - 5,I52 

5,736 . 99,958 

-30 33 

-06 . . . 

-62 . . . 

7 . . . 

-97 . . . 

-54 . . . 

100 . . . 

-100 . . . 

-81 - 64 

-54 381 

"Custodial Acres. 
FSeason saee as existing AUP. 

AUMs differ slightly due to rounding numbers and AUMs. 
EReduction is suitable AINs due to riparian fencing. 

Present qualifications include AUUs in Vet-million P.U. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEillENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Ranae Manaqement 
Objective Number 

4cRae, Objective RN-2. Improve the condition on 58,900 suitable and poten- 
swain, tially suitable Federal acres that are now in poor condition and achieve 
'agan, an upward trend on 77,000 acres that are in a static or downward trend. 
?ensen Increase production by 989 ACMs through intensive grazing management 
Dee 1978 and 9,652 AUI?s through land treatment projects. Managements -objective 

will be to meet this potential over an 18 to 24 year time period. 

Rationale. Grazing on public land comprises a major portion of the 
total livestock industry in Kane County. Livestock and livestock pro- 
ducts amount to 98 percent of the total agriculture products sold. 
Eighty-two percent of the personal income from ranching is derived from 
production on BLM lands; however, ranching only contributes 4.27 percent 
of the total personal income with BLPI! forage contributing 3.5 percent of 
total personal income (information from PAA). It is Bureau policy to 
provide forage to help meet the needs of individual users, and dependent 
communities (1603.12638). Benchmark projections in the PAA predict the 
demand for cattle AUPls to increase 22 percent to 15,300 AU& by the year 
2000. 

Data from Step 3 URA on apparent trend show 17 percent of the suitable 
areas of the unit in a downward trend, and 76 percent in a static trend. 
Seventy-one percent of the suitable areas are in poor condition, with 26 
percent fair and 3 percent good condition. All suitable areas on 14 
allotments are in poor condition. The major vegetative types, except 
pinyon-juniper areas, can be improved to at least fair condition through 
management. The natural land treatment potential ALNs can be achieved 
through intensive livestock management which includes allotment con- 
solidations, implementing grazing systems, controlling season of use, 
managing for key species , adjusting livestock numbers to carrying capa- 
city, and constructing needed livestock management facilities. 

--. - _ --------- 
! I~?.~:r:r. :!o,ls ,I,! rrl~crsr) Form 1600-20 (April 197% 

, 
.-. ,. - 



REPORT 
PLANNING OPEN HOUSE 

KANAB AREA OFFICE 
MAY 2, 1979 

RICHARD FAGAN:'AREA MANAGER 

A open house was held in the Kanab Area Office on Wenesday, May 2, 1979, 
for the purpose of soliciting public input and comments on our Management 
Framework Plan recommendations. 

Approximately fifty people attended the open house between one and seven 
p.m. 

The majority of people did not express any specific concerns regarding 
our planning recommendations. Most people asked questions about what 
our recommendations mean rather than making specific comments. 

A few ranchers made specific comments regarding their proposed grazing 
systems and livestock reductions. These comments are documented in 
detail in each individuals grazing system file. 

The people representing Nevada Power Co. and Utah International expressed 
concern over our proposal to have a coal slurry line proposal down Johnson 
Canyon. They said they would prepare more specific written comments. 

Some residents in the Johnson Canyon area also said they would not allow 
a slurry line to cross their private land. These individuals also said 
they would send us more specific comments later. 



spring of- the year the change of season is to become effective, but 
livestock can graze in the spring of the year prior to the change becom- 
ing effective. 

Rationale. -----A It is%eceswand in many instances, economically imposs- 
ible for an opera&r-Co take an additional reduction for a l-year 
period.by requiring a stocking rate at the capacity of the pasture being 
grazed in the first year of implementing a system. ;!odification is also 
in accordance with a change of Bureau policy outlined in WO Instruction 
Meiio No. 80-178. 

In the case of'allotments to be grazed after seed ripe, the preclusion 
of grazing in the spring of the year before the change is effective 
would mean operators would be taking a loo-percent reduction for 1% 
years. This may also result in an economically impossible situation for 
some operators. The physiological requirements of the key species will 
be met by elimination of grazing in the spring of the year that the 
change of season is effective. 

. 
The SSFs on the areas in question are in the low 60s. Proper grazing 
management will reduce the SSF to below 60. 



Alternative 3. Do not implement any rest-rotation grazing systems. Do 
not allow grazing on allotments with frail watershed (I&1.1). 

Impact Identification. Do not implement rest-rotation grazing systems. 
Lass of 24,&l acres and 965 Al&Is on allotments with frail watersheds. 

Alternative 4. Reject iiFP Step 2.2 activity recommendation. 

kpact Identification. If proposed grazing systems are not followed 
most allotments will continue to be grazed during the growing season 
each year. This will result in continued downward trend in many areas. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in negative 
impacts to frail watershed because these areas would continue to be 
grazed, but alternative 2 would partially al leviate the negative effects 
of livestock grazing on frail watershed by not giving cattle credit for 
AUMs that are produced on these areas. Alternative 1 would negatively 
effect watershed where rest rotation grazing systems would allow heavy 
(75 percent) grazing on the key species of the pastures grazed. Alter- 
native 2 would partially mitigate this problem by allowing only moderate 
(50 percent) grazing of key species during the first year grazing sys- 
tems are implemented on areas in poor to fair condition. Alternative 1 
would result in negative impacts to deer on 14 allotments, and to all 
wildlife in general in the riparian habitat which is grazed by live- 
stock. Alternative 3 would best mitigate the needs of watershed and 
wildlife, but would reduce livestock AUMs by 965. 

T 
I 379 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 

Area Manager's Recommendaiton. Alternative 2 is modified as follows: 
1. Allow carrying capacity on frail watersheds recommended to be 

grazed as suitable range (see explanation in Area Manager's Multiple Use 
Recommendation in RM-1.1). 

2. 
ity of the 

Rest-rotation systems would be stocked at the carrying capac- 
pastures in the system that would be actually grazed the 

first year of the rotation cycle. 
3. The seven fall grazing systems would be grazed after the seed 

ripe period of the key species. 

Jensen Decision. 
Jan 1981 

Modify the multiple use recommendation as follows: 

The allotments to be managed by rotation systems will be stocked at the 
allotment level beginning the first year rather than at the pasture .I 
level. Deviations from the systems proposed in MFP Step 2 may occur as 
individual AMPS and grazing systems are worked out with the operators. 
These deviations may be allowed so long as the system meets the physiol- 
ogical requirements of the key forage species. 

The wording of MFP Step 2 is clarified for those allotments with pro- 
posed fall and winter grazing. These allotments will not be used in the 



URA Step 4 RECONCILIATION . 

1. Three land treatments, a total of 935 acres, identified on'frail 
soils were not carried over to tiFP 1. All these areas were receiving 
heavy livestock utilization , and were instead included in blFP recom- 
mendation W-1.1, which tails for improving the soils through livestock 
'management. 

2. Of the 9,013 acres identified as opportunity areas for erosion 
reduction by improved livestock management, 1,386 were on frail soils 
and were consequently recommended for complete elimination of livestock 
(H-1.1). In addition, 670 acres in the Swallow Park allotment were 
recommended for treatment (G-1.3) instead of improved livestock manage- . 
ment. The remaining acres, 6,957 are identified in HFP table I. 

..,-. . _-.., ..l- L .“.I I, _. 7 .I 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name f6\IFP? 

. 
inn 

Activity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

Winslow Objective W-l. Reduce or minimize wind and water erosion by-the use of 

Swain improved management or land treatment to stablize soils and improve or 

Fagan maintain soil productivity (table 1). 

Jensen 
Dee 1978 Rationale. This objective follows Bureau of Land b?anagement Watershed 

program objective 1603.12 E.3.a. The ultimate purpose is to manage the 
soil resource to enhance on - site resource uses. 

As identified in the Unit Resource Analysis, there are areas where 
improved management or land treatments could effectively protect soils . 
or reduce soil loss. The reduction of erosion and as,sociated improve- 
ment or maintenance of soil productivity will also be beneficial to 
livestock grazing, wildlife use, and aesthetics. 

High sediment yields and dissolved solids in runoff are major problems 
in the planning unit that restrict uses of surface water and ultimately 
degrade the quality of Colorado River water, noted as an important 
national, and international, problem. Attaining the objective will also 
reduce these water quality problems. 

__ . ..-.. -e-y--- 

, l,Islrlr, :irms o,, rrtJcrsc) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 

. . 



UNITEDSTA’iES 
DEPARTMENT OF TfIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND !vIANAGEJIENT 

Name (.VFPJ 

Zion 
Activitv 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Winslow Recommendation H-1.1. Reduce erosion and runoff on 8,809 acres of frail 
Jan 1979 soils in the planning unit by eliminating livestock use in the pastures 

containing these soils (table 1 and Overlay 1). 

Rationale. This management would reduce erosion loss on these badly 
eroded soils by eliminating soil and vegetative disturbance by the most 
significant present use, livestock grazing. The soils were classified 
in the critical and severe erosion condition classes and are naturally 
erosive because of topographic and geologic conditions. Ail frail soils 
receiving greater than 20 percent utilization of key forage species make 
up the 8,809 acres identified in this recommendation. 

Most of these soils are derived 'from the Tropic shale formation, which 
is a diffuse source of salinity to the Colorado River system. Reduction 
in runoff from this saline formation would therefore benefit salinity 
control efforts. This recommendation follows suggested procedures to 
reduce salinity and erosion discussed in the 1978 BLM document "The 
Effects of Surface Disturbance on Salinity of Public Lands in the Upper 
Colorado River Basin." 

Support. Range. 

Team Interactions. See attached. 
Jan 1979 

Recommendation 1.1 

Alternative 1. Accept !4FP Recommendation W-1.1. 

. 

' Alternative 2. Reject recommendation W-1.1. Allow frail soils to be 
classified as suitable for livestock grazing where Range Management 
Recommendations 1.2 and 2.8 have indicated, and allow grazing to the 
carrying capacities proposed. After five years, after intensive manage- 
ment is implemented, resurvey the erosion condition on these areas. If 
the Soil Surface Factors are still greater than 60, classify as unsuitable 
for livestock grazing and allow no AUMs for these areas until erosion is 
below critical, 

For other resource activities: 

1. Allow land treatments, wood harvesting, and burning on all 
frail watershed identified for grazing management. 

.rofe: Attach additional shrets. if needed 

~ls.~:rnrrrrwc ou rc,‘ers,*) 
Form ItNO-21 (April 1’3;s) 
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2. Allow pipelines, powerlines, roads and industrial sites asso- 
ciated with proposed rights-of&Jay to be constructed on these areas with 
erosion control stipulations incorporated in the plans. Allow for 
disposal of these areas for agricultural or municipal purposes. 

3. Allow surface mining and saleable mineral excavation to occur 
with erosion control stipulations and rehabilitation made a part of the 
mining plans. 

Interactions. This alternative would eliminate all conflicts with other 
activities at the expense of frail watershed protection. _ 

Livestock would continue to araze on the 8,809 acres of frail soils 
presently receiving utilizatron. S?nce these soils are already badly 
eroded, further disturbance may only worsen the prob?em and erosion 
could continue to be accelerated on some areas. The extent of erosion 
will depend on the intensity of use. 

Based on the grazing capacities proposed in RM-1.2, use on 11 of 15 
allotments containing 5,149 acres of frail soils identified in W-l.1 
will be reduced from the present. The recommended reductions in AUP% 
for these 10 allotments vary from 16 to 87 percent. .The remaining four 
allotments covered in W-l.1 would either remain static or receive slight 
increases in recommended carrying capacities. Overall then, there may 
be a decrease in grazing pressure on 70 percent of the W-l.1 recommen- 
dation areas even though the recommendation is not accepted. The frail 
watershed areas in conflict were classified as suitable because of the 
apparent potential to improve erosion condition throuah grazing manage- 
ment alone. Monitoring the erosion condition after five years will 
determine if improvement is occuring. If not, adjustments in carrying 
capacity will be made. 

Erosion control stipulations and mandatory rehabilitation requirements 
will allieviate much of the impact from mining, and pipelines, power- 
lines etc. associated with the utility corridors identified by Lands. 
However, these soils are generally very poorly suited for rehabilitation 
and long term increases in soil loss may still occur. 

Allowing land treatments or wildfires to burn on the frail soils may 
result in increased erosion because of the poor suitability of most of 
these areas for clearing and re-seeding. Large increases i,n erosion 
could occur if rehabilitation efforts fail. 

Alternative 3. Same as alternative 2 with the following exception: 1 

1. Prohibit land treatments, wood harvesting, and burning on frail 
soils identified as unsuitable for clearing and rehabilitation by a 
detailed soil survey. 



Interactions. Same as alternative 2 with the following exceptions: 

1. Some proposed land treatment, timber harvest or let burn areas ' 
on frail soils might be excluded if these are identified as unsuitable 
in a soil survey. However, potential damage from treatment on unsuit- 

,able soils would be eliminated. Soils that may be eliminated from 
consideration for treatment and burning are listed under interactions 
for W-1.1. 

Alternative 4. Classify all frail soils as unsuitable and allow no A&s 
for these areas when establishing the carrying capacity of the allot- 
ments in which they are found. Re-classify the soils as suitable when 
a watershed survey shows a Soil Surface Factor less than 60. 

For other resource activities: Same as Alternative 3.' 

Interactions. Of 22,070 acres of soils in the critical and severe 
erosion condition classes in the planning unit, 8,741 acres were classi- 
fied as suitable.for livestock grazing in RM-2.8. This alternative 
would classify the remaining 8,741 acres as unsuitable and would help to 
allieviate grazing pressure on these frail areas. 

Under this alternative, the following additional acreage would be classi- 
fied as unsuitable: 

Allotment Federal Acreage 

Black Rock' 1,645 
Buck Knoll 1,630 
Burnt Flat 

2:: Cottonwood Springs 
Dry Wash 20 
Four Mi'l e 530 
Glendale Bench 1,179 
Isolated Tracts 400 
Meadow Canyon 

- Spencer Bench 7:: 
Spring Hollow 330 
Swains Creek 251 
Zion 1,676 

TOTAL 8,741 

Federal AUMs aPercent of Total AUMs 

48 
59 

1 
10 

2: 

:.: 
2 

33 
8 

13 
3. 

315 

3: . 

1: 
3 

41 

5% 
8 

1;: 

iti 

aIndicates percent of total suitable federal AUMs in each allotment 
according to range survey. 

This alternative would cause a loss of an additional 315 AUMs as indi- 
cated above. While not entirely eliminated, grazing pressure would be 

,.. .i 



further reduced on these allotments which would ultimately benefit the 
frail watershed areas. Those areas receiving the greatest benefit would 
be the frail soils within Buck Knoll, Four Mile, Isolated Tracts, Glen- 
dale Bench, Spencer Bench, Spring Hollow, and Swain's Creek allotments. 
Adjusting the carrying capacities on the'other six allotments may only 
result in negligible improvement in erosion condition. 

At&Is may be restored in time if watershed surveys show an improvement in 
erosion condition below an SSF of 60. The lost AUi=ls would then be 
established as part of the carrying capacity of the allotment. 

As with Alternative 2, this alternative would eliminate conflicts with 
rights-of-way for utility corridors and roads, as well as with mining. 
Impacts from these sources would be the same as ‘4lternative 2. 

Performing a soil survey on proposed land treatment, wood harvesting and 
"let-burn" areas on frail soils would better define the soils that are 
poorly suited for clearing and rehabilitation. This may result in 
exclusion of part or all of the frail soils from the treatment areas. 
This would eliminate the frail soil-range treatment conflict but may 
result in loss of treatment areas and AUMs indicated under the Inter- 
action for 14-1.1. 

Comparative Analysis of Alternatives. Alternative 1, to protect 8,809 
acres of frail watershed from grazing, would also eliminate grazing on 
about 16,072 acres of suitable soils. However, this alternative would 
alloN complete protection of these areas from surface disturbance and 
cover reduction associated with grazing. 

Alternative 2 would allow for grazing use in the pastures containing the 
frail sofls but would classify the areas as unsuitable after five years 
if they did not improve.to an SSF of 60 or less. This would allow for 
improvement through the recommended grazing management and new carrying 
capacities (Range recommendations), without an immediate reduction in 
AU& . However, additional reductions might be necessary after five 
years. 

Alternative 3 calls for the same grazing management as Alternative 2, 
but would cause restrictions on land treatments, burning, and wood 
harvesting by prohibiting burning on frail areas found to be unsuitable 
for clearing according to a soil survey.. This, however, would help to 
prevent irreparable damage to the soils by these major disturbances. . 

Alternative 4 would cause an immediate loss of AUMs on the allotments 
until the areas show an SSF of 60 or less. This would further decrease 
the carrying capacity of the allotments and would relieve some of the 
grazing pressure on the frail areas. 



_-. As with Alternatives 2 and 3, grazing use'would not be completely elimi- 
nated from the areas, but, on the other hand, would not result in a 
connp‘lete loss of suitable AW from the allotments. Possible restric- 
tions on proposed land treatments, 
the same as Alternative 3. 

burns, and wood harvesting would be 

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would all allow construction andr excakation 
associated with rights-of-way, surface mining and saleab7e minerals. 

Team 
feb 1979 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 4, 

fagan 
June 1979 

Xrea Manaqer's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 3 but 
modified. in that suitability will not change until an evaluation is 
-m&de -after 15 years. This is consistent with the criteria by which 
&rtqin frail watershed areas were determined to be suitable. 

Rationale. See Area Manager's Recommendation and analysis for RN-1.1. 

Jensen Decision. 
Jan 198i 

Accept the Area Manager's multiple use recomanendation. 

s 



UKITED STzlTES 
DEPART?~!EST OF Till: ISTERIOII 
BURE.-lU OF L\ND !&X.'iXGEXENT 

MANAGECENT FRAhlEWQRK PLAN 
RECOE.!M~:N~~~TION-~~~L~SlS-G~ClS~O~ 

-_ 

IJatershed 
Overlay Reference 
Step 1 Step 3 

nslorr -!Z- P~cnmTendstion U-1.2. Increase watershed cover and reduce soil loss by 

B 1979 iqp'i ~~nti ng +,:ie following intensive grazing management on 6,957 acres 
of heavily utili zed vegetation (table 1 and Overlay 1): 

1. Eliminate livestock grazing on these areas for an initial 
period of t,~o full gro:ring seasons (April, 1 through July, 15). 

2. Following t.?e initial r.est, permit only moderate utilization of 
the key species in these areas. Establish moderate utilization at 50 
percent for ali seedings. 

Rationale. Research evidence has shown that heavy grazing, through 
reduction of cover and trampling, generally increases runoff and erosion 
from rangelands. Light and moderate grazing (removal of 35 to 50 percent 
of the current ye3r's growth of forage plants) appears to provide nearly 
as much protection of soils as non-grazing. 

Range utilization inventory data collected in the planning unit in 1977 
identified 16,344 acres of heavily and severely utilized vegetation. On 
6,957 of these acres, erosion condition would be improved by increasing 
cover and by decreasing compaction and disturbance of soil by livestock 
trampling. Criteria used to identify areas that could be improved were, 
a watershed cover less than 60 percent and a Soil Surface Factor of 30 
to 60. Grazing management on frail soils was addressed in Recommen- 
dation W-1.1. 

Reduction in soil loss achieved at these sites will probably range from 
'5 to 30 percent and will strongly depend on the potential of the soil 
and vegetation to regain watershed cover following rest. 

Range. Support. 

Interactions. See attached. 

Recommendation \&J-1.2 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Recommendation \J-1.2. 

Alternative 2. Implement the same management as indicated in W-l.2 with 
the following exceptions: 

*: Attach oddit ional sheets, if nccdcd 

:~#clI~w~ ‘N, rrvrrs,./ 
Form 16fiO-21 (~pr11 lW3) 



1. Allow existing AYPs to be implemented on Black Rock, First 
Point, and Swallow Park Allotments. 

2. Allow rest-rotation grazing systems on Black Rock, Deer Spring 
Point, First Point, Ford Well, and Swallow Park allotments. 

3. Allow surface mining instead of grazing management on the 37C . 
acres identified under conflict with t&1.2. Incorporate erosion control 
stipulations into the mining plan as per SMCRP regulations. 

4. Allow material sales of sand and gravel or burnt shale aggre- 
gate on the 220 acres in conflict with Minerals -2.1 and 2.2. Incor- 
porate erosion control and rehabilitation stipulations into the mining 
plans. * 

5. Allow P-J and Oak harvesting on the 980 acres in conflict where 
a soil survey indicates that clearing of soils is suitable and oppor- 
tunities for rehabilitation are good. 

Interactions 

1. Rest from grazing for two full years would not take place on 
2,495 of 6,957 acres (138 AL&is) recommended for rest by Watershed W-1.2. 
In addition, greater-than-moderate use would occur on these areas. Lack 
of rest and continued heavy use would not allow cover to increase or 
soil erosion to decrease. Accelerated erosion will continue as under 
the present condition. 

2. Rest rotation systems may continue to allow accelerated erosion 
on 4,686 out of 6,957 acres recommended for only moderate utilization by 
W-1.2. Could result in permanent losses in productivity and soil. 

3. Surface mining on 370 acres will result in sever2 impacts to 
soils until rehabilitation occurs. 

4. Some erosion, for the short term, may occur from excavation 
associated with sand and gravel or burnt shale aggregate sales. Rehabili- 
tation would prevent long term erosion problems. 

5. P-J and oak harvesting on the 980 acres identified in conflict, 
if done on suitable soils, may result in only slight short-term in- 
creases in erosion and should be compatible with intensive grazing 
management. 

6. Grazing would be allowed on five allotments having frail soils 
recommended for exclusion of livestock: Cottonwfood Spring, Glendale 
Bench, Isolated Tracts, Upper Place, and Swains Creek. This would allow 
further grazing impacts to 3,475 acres of frail soils utilized by livestock 
(see interaction with Wl.1). 

Alternative 3. Same as Alternative 2 except: 

Do'not allow rest-rotation grazing systems on Deer Spring Point 
and Ford Well allotments where there are no existing AMPS. 



Interactions. Same as Alternative 2 except: 

Only 2,495 acres (instead of .4,686 under alternative 2) recommended _ 
for not more than moderate use by W-1.2 would receive the heavy use 
associated with rest-rotation grazing systems. 

Alternative 4. Same as Alternative 2 with the following exceptions: 

I 
1. Restrict the stocking levels of rest-rotation grazing systems 

to the carrying capacity of the grazed pastures for the first year of 
the rotation cycle to allow for recovery and improvement of the heavily 
grazed sites. After the first year of the cycle, allow grazing on the 
rest-rotation pastures at the stocking rates recommended by Range. 

2. Omit 980 acres of heavily utilized vegetation from P-J and oak 
harvesting recommended in Forestry 1.1. 

Interactions. Same as Alternative 2 with the following exceptions. 

1. Holding the rest-rotation systems to the carrying capacity of 
the grazed pastures for the first year would allow for some improvement 
in .erosion condition on 6!-1.2 areas. After the first year, however, 
each pasture may periodically be subject to more than moderate livestock 
use. The full year's rest every third year will result in some recovery 
of natural erosion rates. This may not be as satisfactory in controlling 
erosion as the original recommendation of restricting use on all W-l.2 
to a moderate level of utilization. 

2. About 980 acres of pinyon-juniper and oak cutting areas would 
be excluded from timber harvesting by private or commercial interests. 

Comparative Analysis of Alternatives. Alternative 1 would interfere 
with existing AMPS on three allotments and would not permit the five 
rest-rotation grazing systems proposed by RM-2.2. 

Alternative 2 would allow the existing AWPs and the five rest-rotation 
systems to be implemented as proposed. This would resolve all impacts 
to Range Management but would allow continued heavy grazing on these 
areas, probably resulting in continued accelerated erosion on 4,686 of 
6,957 acres originally recommended for protection in W-1.2. 

Alternative 3 would, by eliminating rest-rotation systems on two of five 
allotments, allow continued accelerated erosion on only 2,495 acres of 
W-1:2 areas. 

Alternative 4, would protect the 61-1.2 areas from excessive grazing 
pressure associated with rest-rotation grazing systems by allowing only 
moderate utilization during the first year of the grazing cycle. Erosional 
impacts would be minimized. Alternative 4 would also omit 980 acres 
from the proposed 2,820 acres of wood product harvest'areas. 



2.. 
.. Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would all allow surface mining and material 

sales from U-1.2 areas. 

Tta;n Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 4. 
F+5 1979 
F,igan Area ijanager's Gltiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
&me 1979 

Rationale. Periodic rest associated with rest-rotation grazing systems 
will more than compensate for higher utilization levels and will speed 
the improvel;~ent of these heavily utilized areas. The custodial allot- 
ments, Red Hollow, Rocking Chair, and Upper Place, recommended by range 
to be grated during some periods of the growing season, involve rela- 
tively small areas of federal range intermingled with private land. It 
is impractical to implement management or control season of use on these 
small areas. Therefore, the season will not be changed as recommended 
by w-1.2. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation with 
Jan 1981 the following modification: 

The rest rotation graziqg systems will be stocked at the capacity of the 
allotment instead of the grazed pasture for the first year of the 
rotation cycles. 

Rationale. This change is in accordance with a change in Bureau policy. 
See Mashington Office Instruction Memorandum No. 80-178. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TiiE INTERIOR 
EUREXU OF LAND MANAGE:,lENT 

Activity Watershed 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEH’ORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSI&GECISION Step 1 step 3 

Winslow Recommendation W-1.3. Reduce soil loss on 1,025 acres by removing 
Jan 1979 sagebrush by spraying with herbicide followed by reseeding with grasses 

or forbs (table I and Overlay 1). Use contour furrowing following 
eradication of sagebrush to retain water and sediment. 
cast methods or by rangeland drill. 

Seed by broad- 
Prohibit livestock grazing for at 

least two. full growing years reseeding. 

Rationale. The areas recommended for vegetative conversion are those 
which cannot be improved signficantly through management alone but have 
site conditions suitable for treatment and establishment of a more 
protective herbaceous cover. Reductions in erosion will result from an 
overall increase in watershed cover and, to some extent, from improved 
infiltration-inducing characteri$tics associated with the contour furrow- 
ing and the new stand of grasses, and forbs. Reduction in soil loss will 
probably range from 20 to 50 percent. 

Present watershed cover on the proposed treatment areas ranges from 36 
to 54 percent. Present Soil Surface Factors range from 39 to 54. The 
goal of conversion will be to decrease erosion loss by increasing water- 
shed cover to at least 65 percent. 

Spraying is the most hydrologically favorable methods of sagebrush 
eradication. Plowing or railing are not suitable alternatives from a 
watershed standpoint because of the.associated soil disturbance. 

Operations Support. 

Team i Interactions. See attached. 
Jan 1979 

Recommendation W-l.3 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP 1 Recommendation W-1.3. 

Alternative 2. Reject W-1.3; do not perform land treatments. Allow 
unrestricted ORV use on those areas. 

Impact Identification 

1. No positive benefits to soils, wildlife, and range would occur 
as described under the recommendation. 

2. No impact to ORVs would exist under this alternative. 

t*t: Attach bdditional sheets. if needed 

s:rurtrrwc 0,) ,CI’F,S,‘J Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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I:- . Team fVIultiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1 (original recommen- 
: kj dation). 

Fdj;an Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
&ne 1979 
J.,nsen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
udn 1931 

. i 



UWl-ED STATES 1 Name f.\IFP) 
DEPARTVENT OF TffE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND UANAGEMENT 

Zion 
Activity 

Watershed 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEViORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-AluAiYSiS-DEClSfON 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

,’ 

;.. 

Yinslow Recommendation \/-f-4. Stabilize streambanks and reduce sediment yield 
Jan 1979 along 12.5 miles of stream channels by performing intensive water con- 

trol treatments including gully headcut stabilization and check dams 
(table 1 and Overlay lj. Specific locations of necessary structures or 
treatments along these stream channel reaches will be determined follow- 
ing preparation of an activity plan for each area. 

Rationale. This recommendation would stabilize all stream banks along 
reaches where intensive treatments appear technically feasible. Benefits 
derived from the recommendation would include a reduction in suspended . 
sediment downstream with an overall improvement in water quality and a 
halting of soil loss of rangeland soil'along these sections. The 
reduction in sediment yield from each stream cannot be stated but 
total unit-wide reduction would probably not exceed five percent. 

actual 
the 

Support. Operations. 

?-f Interactions. See attached. 
3il '9 

Recommendation U-1.4 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Recommendation W-1.4. 

Alternative 2. Perform channel treatments recommended in W-1.4 with the 
following exceptions and provisions: 

1. Omit all portions of stream channels located within the proposed 
strip mining areas. If these areas are found to be unsuitable according 
to the Coal Unsuitability criteria, .perform the channel treatments as 
originally recommended. 

2. Incorporate erosion control stipulations into right-of-way 
applications to insure that erosion control objectives are met where 
road construction or upgrading activities take place at crossings of 
channels recommended for treatment. 

Alternative 2 Impacts 

1. Excavation associated with surface mining will severely alter 
drainages listed in N-1.1. Erosion would be controlled by strict erosion 
control regulations incorporated into mining plan. Rehabi.litation could 
eventually improve these channels following mining. 

Her Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘.~:NICIIt#fJF OF, W,‘C,%,‘t 
Form 1600-21 (Aprrl 1375) 



--. 1 ! 2. Sales of sand and gravel would be excluded from the stream 
1 channel areas on Mill Creek, Adams Iiash, and Slide Canyon. 
i 3. ORV use would be restricted from all stream channel treatment 

areas. (Iter;ls 2 and 3 are interactions with Alternative 1). 

TSX? Team Multiple Use Recoi?zendation. Accept Alternative 2. 
r23 1979 
:!aqan Area Yanager's bluitiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
.juiie 1979 
hsen Decision. Accept the Area ilanager's multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 

, 
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UXITIXI ST:lTES [ Namr (::!‘!‘I 
DEPAETMEST OF T111:: I?3-ICRIOR ! 8 Zion 
BLRLIU OF I,XNI> XANAGES~I:ST / Activit! 

I WatPrsbed. 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWOi?K PLAN O~erlds HciL~rt~ncc 

RECCL::,!END~iT!CN-PNALYSIS-DECISION step 3 
-_ -- ._--_ 

i. \ !:;ins1 w 
i Jan 1379 
a 

Recxmendation W-1.5. Reduce erosion by closing the following section 
of road (uverlay I). 

1. One fourth mile in T. 40 S., R. 5 W., Section 15. 

Rehabilitate by ripping and by construction of water bars followed by 
seeding wit!] grasses and forbs. Place gates and fences where necessary 
to prohibit vehicle travel. 

Rationale. Accelerated erosion from this unnecessary road would be 
eliminated or greatly reduced. Only occasional vehicle use occurs at 
the present time, yet it remains exposed to water erosional forces. 
Rills and gullies have developed in or along its course. 

Interactions. See attached. 
. 

Recommendation W-l.5 
. 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Recommendation W-1.5. 

Alternative 2. Allow the road to be developed and upgraded according to 
the right-of-way application covered by L-3.1. Incorporate erosion . 
control stipulations into the right-of-way grant. 

Impact Identification 

1. Upgrading the road will allow for effective erosion control and 
could accomplish the same objective as the original recommendaiton. 

Team -1 Feb 1979 
Fagan 

j June 1979 
i Jensen 

Jan 1981 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Approve the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 

,‘.’ ., l (. .\:!.it.tl .d~lil~onicl shy-ts. 1:’ nerdcd 

1. .‘. . . .,..a,. *a: ,,‘! i.IC,, , 
-- __.---- _.----- _.-- 

. Form l!iNL3i (Apri: 1!)75) 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTXENT OF THE IKTERIOR’ 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGE?JENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK P.LAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name OIF P) 

Zion 
Activity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

inslow Objective \J-2. Reduce and control flood and sediment damage, both on 
lain and off public lands in the planning unit. 
igan 
znsen Rationale. This objective is a Bureau of Land Management Watershed 
x 1928 program objective (BLI4 lir,anual 1603.12 E. 3 C). Step 3 of the URA in- 

dicates that flood damage to private farm land and the communities of 
Glendale, Orderville and k!t. Carmel has occassionally been high in the 
past. Flood control efforts such as contour trenching and dams on 
public land can help to allieviate potential flood damage in the future. 
However, much of the area where flood waters originate is private, 
state, or Forest Service land, and efforts by the BLM would have to be 
coordinated and performed in conjunction with treatments on these lands.' 
No flood control projects can be performed on public land without coopera- 
tion of the other entities. 

-.. - . ..- --..-_- -.-- 

I lnstrrr~ :ions 0,) rct~erst,) Form 1600-20 (April 197.5) 

- .  
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UNITED STi\TES 
DEPA!X’X~::i-i- 07 TtlE INTERIOR 
EU!?EALt OF L:lSD :dA~AGE:~lENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECO~~~~~END4Tl(3~\;-F\NALYSIS-DECISION 

Hatersheds 
Ovcriay r:t~icrrncc 
Step 1 Step 5 

3inslo;ll 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
i Feb 1979 

! Fagan 
: June 1979 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation N-2.1 . Reduce flood runoff from public land on 1,140 
acres in the iladdy Creek drainag 2 by performing land treatments, in- 
cluding pinyon juniper eradication and contour trenching (Overlay 1 and 
table 1). The exact number and type of treatments cannot be stated 
until a complete activity plan is completed for the area. Pinyon- 
juniper removal shoT77d be done by chaining, followed by re-seeding with 
grasses and forbs. Livestock should be excluded following treatment 
until establishment of seedings, at least two growing seasons. 

Rationale. This recommendation will reduce flood runoff and damage to 
private agricultural land downstream near the junction of Muddy Creek 
and East Fork Virgin River. Onsite, consumptive use of water could 
increase by as much as 125 acre feet per year depending on the extent 
and effectiveness of treatments. This treatment can only be performed 
in conjunction with a comprehensive flood control plan for the Muddy 
Creek drainage, which would requir e the co@%%%tib private land- 
owners, the State of Utah, the Soil Conservation Service and perhaps the 
Forest Service. 

Interactions. See attached. 

Recommendation W-2.1 

Alternative 1. Accept fiFP recommendation N-2.1 
* 

Alternative 2. Do not perform flood control treatments. 

Impact Identification 

1. Flood runoff and erosion would continue to be a problem from 
this area. No initiation of cooperative effort to control flood damage 
downstream on the part of the BLM would take place. 

2. No positive impacts to wildlife and range will occur. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1 (MFP recommendation 
w-2.1). 

Area Hanager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
The value of the project outweighs any inconvenience of a temporary 
closure to ORV use. Reasonable protective measures will be incorporated 
to protect visual values. 

Decision. Approve the Area Manager‘s mul,tiple use recommendation. 

‘.O’t*- d\l:.lt~!1 at!tlif ional silccts if neeticd .-. -. .----Y- -- .-. -.A-.- _._- _ ----- --- 
! . ‘:‘:,,“..*,. \ ..,I ,,.f (.I\‘(. , 

--__I- 
. Form IGQO-31 (April 10751 



TABLE I 

Recommended Areas for Management or Treatment 
to Reduce Erosion 

Allotment 
Number 

and Name 

W-l. 1 w-1.2 w-1.4 
Eliminate 

W-l.5 w-2.1 
w-1.3 

Livestock 
Improve Intensive Stream Road 

Livestock 
Flood Control 

Channel Treatments 
Use (Acres) 

Vegetation Closure Trea tmcnt 
Manaqement (Acres) Conversion (Acres) (Stream and Miles) (Miles) (Acres ) 

4002 Alton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..*........ . . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. ..a 

4004 Bald Knoll . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bald Knoll Hollow 
Unnamed Drainage, 

4008 Black Rock 

4012 Buck Knoll 

. . . . . 510 . . . . . . . . . . ..*......... 

2,600 . . . . . 205 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1.5 
0.5 

.,.. 

. . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

4016 Burnt Flat 20 

1,175 

. . . . . . . . . . . ..*.*................ 

811 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4027 Cottonwood 
Spring 

4029 Cove 

4030 Deer Springs 
Pofnt 

4034 Dry Wash 

4150 Elkheart Cliffs 

4041 First Point 

4047 Ford Wel.1 

'4048 Four Mile 

. . . . . 

45 

130 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Adams Wash, 0.5 
Slide Canyon, 1.5 

..,.. 

. . . . . 

20 

200 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

210 

2,061 

. . . . . ..a................... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

530 

1,179 

400 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Red Wash, 1.0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

240 

45 

100 

4051 Glendale Bench 

4062 Isolated Tracts 

‘4070 Levanger Lakes 

4081 Meadow Canyon 

4082 Mill Creek 

..... ...................... 

150 ...................... . . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

40 

. ..*. . . . . . . . ..*......*..... 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . ..*................ 

Mill Creek, 1.0 
Mineral Creek, 0.5 
Coal Canyon, 1.0 
Adams Wash, 1.0 

. . . . . 

(continued) 

I 1,181 I.,, /*,, 1 ,1,111,,, 8, ,*I, ./,1/, ,,,/ ,*11 ,, I/ IS I / 



CJ e-c 
I:1 I CA 

L 
.‘= -’ - L. 

- c SC; 

jz ’ ccEi ZC.- 

1 
v 7 

! 
I 

! 

_ - 

E “8” 
.-. -’ ‘- 
c = t! 
L i:--i 

r $ -% zi 

:+ 
.a->- T, 

e 
r,.- =I 
c’ c F! 

& = 2’ 
T:EL 

I c, +J 
L VI! 
U-i 

I 

z 

4 

b 
=z 

,c jl 
m.;.,- 

.C) VI 

7s: 
s:p;> 

FS 
z-v 

1 

. . 

. 

aJc.2 
! 23 
’ k_Et: 
:E>cJ % 

“ZE 

c. 

z 

r” 

o)Y v1 
IJvaJ 

12:: = . 

‘Z”,r. : 
-r 2. . 
-.rO, . 

LLIdg 

. 

Y 
s 

a 

. 

. 

. 

. 

0 

“Z 
$ff 
- .- 
-m 
9 25 
YCJ 
= -2 .F .r 

WJnLr: 

. 

. 

. 

. 

=: 
cl 

. 

. 

. 

. 

3 

s 
-Y 
c 

3; 

2 
2 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

I 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. . 

. 

. . 

. 

. 

. . 

. 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. 

. 

. 

. . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

* . * 
. . 
. . 
. . 
. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. 

. Lo 

. L? . 

. .C 

. m 
s. 

* CT2 

. rz 
* 00 
* u= 

. Lee 

. LIL5 

. 

. ‘2 

. k:, 

. cc 

. zcz 

. 0 

. 

. is 

. 

. 

0 
m e 

IN 
L 

e-l 

;: : 
(v . 

. 

. 

d ?t 

E .d 
v 

2 
z 

* z 

z s 

2 No 

0” $ 

c> h’ 
d 

. 

. 

. 

. . 

. . . . . . 

v) 
62 

E * 

8 m 
E 

k 
2 0 
N” 
F; 

^; L ..I! --. 

‘^ c.2 
d 



Durkee lands-l. 2b 

Ourkee lands-3.2 

Durkec Lands-3.4 

Dalness H-l.2 

Durkee lands-l. la (-1 W-l.1 identifies areas of frail soils and recommends 
elimination of grazing use on them. l-l. la, while 
it does not address grazing per se, does recommend if 
disposal of 10 acres of public land in T. 40 S., 
R. 7 W., Sec. 34 for use as a sanitary land fill. 
This use may conflict with the designation of frail 
watershed of the same area. (Glendale Rench). 

(-) W-l.1 identified areas of frail soils and recommends 
their manaqemcnt as frail watersheds. This would 
conflict with the disposal of lands for agricultural 
use contemplated by L-1.2. T. 40 S., R. 7 W., Sets. 
26 and 34 (7.48 acres - Sugar Knoll). 

(-) W-l.1 would establish a frail watershed, parts of 
which would conflict with the utility corridor con- 
templatcd by L-3.2 in 1. 40 S., R. 6 W., Sets. 34 
and 35 (300 acres-Elbow Falls, Four Mile). 

(-) L-3.4 contemplates upgrading of a County Road which 
established by W-l.1 in T. 40 S., R. 6 W., Sec.s 34 
and 35. (Elbow Falls and Four Mile). 

(-) Watershed 1.1 recommends protection of frail 
watershed areas from grazing on areas proposed for 
surface mining in M-1.2. 

Dalness M-2.1 

Allotments Acreage of Surface Mining 

4113 Spencer Rench 400 
4012 Buck Knoll 
4129 Upper Place ::z 

(-) Watershed 1.1 recommends elimination of livestock 
to impruve erosion on areas M-2.1 recommends for sale 
and excavation of sand and gravel. The two uses are 
incompatible 

. . 

Activity and Recommendation W-l. 1. 
MFP Interaction 

pastures containing these soils. 
Reduce erosion and runoff on 5.423 acres of frail soils In the planning unit by eliminating lfvestock use in the 

Wouid Accepting Conflicting 

Date h Resource Interactions 
Possible to 

What is the 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. 
Modify Without . 

Interaction, How Much, and Where 
All or Part of Your 

Compromise Recommendation 

Allotment Acreage of Frail Soil-Material Sale Overlap 

Yes - landfill plan can be 
modified to address frail soils 
needed. 

NO 

No Yes 

Yes - corridor can be modified 
or stipulations imposed on its 
users. 

No 

Yes - stipulations can be imposed No 

4117 Sugar Knoll 290 
4150 Elkheart Cliffs 200 
4151 Spring Hollow 100 
4062 Isolated Tracts 20 



Continued 

Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date L Resource Inter-a&ions 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

What Is the Modffy Without . All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interactton, Wow Much, and Where Compromise RecoTcndation 

HcRae H-1.2 (-) W-l.1 recommendation would exclude the following acres 
and AUMs from grazing: 

Allotment 
Federal Federal 
I\cres AOMs 

tIcRae rul-2.2 

HcRac RM-2.6 

HCILIIZ FM-2.8 

HcRae RJI-3.1 

Buck Knoll 
Burnt Flat 
Cottonwood Spring 
Dry Wash 
Four Mile 
Glendale Bench 
Isolated Tract 
Meadow Canyon 
Spencer Bench 
Spring llollow 
Sugar Knoll 
Swains Creek 
Upper Place 
Zion 

TOTAL 

3,725 
726 

2,236 
570 

1,695 
1,784 
1,430 
1,453 
1,668 

330 
620 
341 
635 

7 6G8 
7Tfmi 

167 
21 
94 
35 
59 

iI: 
27 
97 
8 

.;: 
20 

269 
353 

(-) Watershed recommendation for frail watersheds would NO 
eliminate livestock grazing on the following allotments 
unless frail areas are fenced separate: Buck Knoll, Burnt 
Flat, Cottonwood Spring, Dry Wash, Four F:ile, Isolated Tract, 
Meadow Canyon, Spencer Bench. Spring tlollow, Zion. 

(-) Land treatments proposed on frail watershed: 1,500 Yes 
acres and 250 AUMs. 

(-) Frail watershed acres where AUMs were authorized (see 
table ahove). 

(-) Watershed recommendations to protect frail watershed areas 
would conflict with areas that are recommended for burning land 
treatment. 

Allotment -- Acrea; AUMs 

Cottonwood Spring 
Four Mile 
Glendale Bench 
Isolated Tract 

48700 :i 
520 87 

7.8 

Part 

Part 

(continued) 

1.x_.-.--I_ I 
- - - . . . . 



Concluded 

Wbuld Accepting Conflicting 

Date 1 Resource Interactions 
Possible to 

Surname and Rec. fio's. 
Uhat is the F!odify Without 

Recommendation Eliminate 

Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise 
All or Part of Your 

Recommendation 

lfedges WL-I.1 (+) Eliminating livestock use in Glendale Bench, Sugar Knoll 
Upper Place, and Zion allotments would provide rest for browse 
plants and eliminate lfvestock-deer conflicts on these allotments. 

Hedges WL-2.1 (t) Eliminating livestock use on the 14 allotments listed in 
table 1 Watershed would ensure that forage is available for deer. 

Hedges WL-3,l (t) Eliminating livestock use on Upper Place Allotment would protect 
5 acres of riparian habitat. 

Sauvage URA Values; Rec. V.R. (t) Protection of the soils in these areas would improve wildlife 
habitat, natural values, and probably scenic quality due to better 
vegetative cover. 

Ulnslow w-1.2 (t) Watershed 1.1 recommends elimination of livestock from allotments 
to protect frail soils while W-l.2 recommends rest and moderate use on 
some soils within the same allotments. 

Allotments W-l.2 Acreaqe in Conflict 

4027 Cottonwood Spring 811 
4051 Glendale Bench 240 
4062 Isolated Tracts 45 
4129 Upper Place 470 

1,566 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation W-1.2. 
two full grazing seasons. 

Implement intensfve graztng management on 6,957 acres of heavily utflfzed vegetation. 
Permit only moderate utilization of the key species in these areas, 

Eliminate ltvestock grazing for 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date L Resource Interactions 
Recommendation Eliminate 

What is the 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where 

Modify Without 
. 

All or Part of Your 
Compromise Recommendation - 

HcRae RN-l.1 (-) Black Rock, First Point and Swallow Park were No Part 
not changed to grazing only during the dormant season 
in the interim because of existing AMPS; therefore, 
the watershed recommendation to rest two full growing 
seasons will conflict as follows: 

Black Rock 
First Point 
Swallow Park 

510 ac. 
210 ac. 

20 AUMs 
30 AUMs 
RR Auk 

l3irilii~ 

HcRac RM-1.2 

HcRae RM-2.2 

Hedges ul-1.1 

In addition, the following custodial allotments 
would not be rested for two years during the 
growing season: 

Red lfollow GO ac. 16 AUMs 
Rocking Chair 355 ac. 7 AUMS 
Upper Place 295 ac. 0 AUMS 

710 ac. 
-_._- 
31 AUMs 

(-)Watershed recommendation does not allow more than 50 No 
percent utilfzatlon of key species. Allotments 
following existing AMPS will exceed 50 percent 
utilization on grazed pastures. 

Black Rock 
First Point 
Swallow Park 

510 ac. 
210 ac. 

20 AUMs 
30 AUMs 
80 AUHS mB-'ie"Kc 

(-)Five rest rotation grazing systems proposed would 
allow grazing in excess of moderate or 50 percent 
utilization on the grazed pastures of the following 
allotments. 

No Part 

RR-GS - Black Rock, Deer Spring, First Point, Ford 
Well, Swallow Park. 

(+)Resting Black Rock. First Point, Ford Well, Glendale 
Bench, Red Hollow, Rocking Chair, Sink valley, Swallow 
Park, and Upper Place allotments for 2 years is com- 
plcmeutary to this wildlife recommendation to rest 
those allotments for 2 years. 

Part 



. . 

Concluded 

Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date 1 Resource Interactions 
Possible to 

Surname and Rec. No's. 
What 1s the 

Recommendation Eliminate 

Interaction, How Much, and Where 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Compromise Rccomrendation 

Hedges WL-3.1 (+)Resting Upper Place allotment for 2 years and reducing 
USC on key species would benefit riparian vegetation in I 
Fuller Cove. 

Sauvage URA Values-Recreation 
and Visual Resources 

(+) + Protection of the watershed in these areas would improve 
wildlife habitat, natural values, and probably scenic 
quality due to better vegetative cover. 

Dalness M-l.2 (-) Watershed 1.2 recommends intensive livestock management to 
improve erosion condition on areas whcrc Minerals 1.2 would 
allow surface mining. 

Dalness M-2.1 

Dalncss n-2.2 

Winslow w-1.1 

Allotment 

4002 Alton 4029 Cove 
4OG2 Isolated Tracts 
4070 Levanger Lakes 
4112 Sink Valley 

Acreage of W-f.2 in Coal Area 

it 
45 

100 
100 
370 

(-) Watershed 1.2 recommends intensive livestock management 
to improve erosion on areas that fall within the area recommended 
for free use permits and material sales of sand and gravel (M-2.1) 
Uses are not compatible. 

Allotments 

4119 Swains Creek 
4112 Sink Valley 

Acreage of Overlap 

30 

i% 

(-) Watershed 1.2 recommends intensive livestock management 
to improve erosion condition on areas that Minerals 2.2 recommends 
for free use permits and material sales for burnt shale aggregate. 
Possible excavation and livestock management are not compatible. 

Allotment Acreage of OverlaR 

4070 Levanger Lakes , 110 

(-) Watershed 1.2 recommends 2 years rest and moderate grazing 
on heavily utilized areas in allotments recommended for exclusion 
of livestock grazing in W-1.1. 
watershed areas. Allotments: 

Livestock would graze on frail 
Cottonwood Spring, Glendale Cench, 

Isolated Tracts, Upper Place, and Swain's Creek. 



MFP Interaction, 

Activity and Recommendation W-1.3. Perform land treatments on 1,025 acres of sagebrush. Contour furrow. Prohibit livestock grazing for two full years. 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date h Resource Interactions 
Recommendation Eliminate 

What is the Modify Without . 

Surname and Rec. No's. 
All or Part of Your 

Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Reccmmcndation 

HcRae RM-1.2 (+) Watershed's treatment recommendation has a 
positive impact if done in the interim period. 

No Part 

HcRae RH-2.6 

McRae 

kRae 

RH-2.8 

Rn-3.1 

Hedges WL-1.1 

Sauvage R-3.1 

Allotments 

Buck Knoll 
Isolated Tract 
Red Hollow 
Rocking Chair 
Sink Valley 
Swallow Park 

Increased AUMs 

24 
18 

7 
42 

:i 
ia 

(+) Both watershed and ranye recommends 
on: 

Allotments Acres AUMs 

Swallow Park 670 04 
Buck Knoll 205 
Isolated Tract 150 :: 

1,025 127 

land treatments 

(t) Watershed treatment recommendation would increase AUMs 
on 1,025 acres on the following allotments. 

No 

Buck Knoll 19 AUMS 
Isolated Tract 16 AUMs 
Swa-Ilow Park 77 AUMs 

112 AUEls 

(+) Watershed recommendation is complementary to burning 
proposal of range recommendation on Four Mile and Isolated 
Tract Allotments. 

Four Mile 200 AC. 
Isolated Tract 2;; ;;. 

(+) This recommendation would provide 2 years rest to browse 
species and may reduce use on bitterbrush by livestock. 

(-) The 1,115 acres would probably be closed to ORVS for a temporary period 
(at least 2 years). 

Part 



Concluded 
. . 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Nate 81 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise . Recommendation 

Sauvage URA.Values; Rec. (+) Probable improvement in wildlife habitat for game and 
non-game species. 

Sauvage URA values; (+) Increased vegetative cover may result in better scenic 
Scenic quality quality, but the contour farrowing would last many years as an 

unnatural feature on the landscape. 

8, 88 88, 
,, .,,/, ,,,, ,, \,, I,$ / 
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MANAGEMENT FRAMEWRK PLAN ” ., 
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Zion 
Actirltr 

Range tianagement 
Ovrrl~iv iici<::cY:L. 

Stt?$ 1 Step .3 
-. ----_------- --- 

Recocr;:endation i?:1-2.1. To help in the design and implementation of 
grazing systeriis consolidate six allotments out of 24 (table 2 and Over- 
lay 2). 

Rationale. By consolidating allotments a grazing system can be imple- 
mented using each allotment as a pasture. This is less expensive be- 
cause less cross-fencing will be needed and often fewer water develop- 
ments will be necessary. Consolidation creates allotments large enough 
to make improvements economically feasible. Consolidation of allotments 
helps achieve better livestock management at the lowest cost. Better 
livestock management results in improvement in the condition and trend 
of desirable livestock forage and increased production. This helps meet 
the stated objective and long-term Bureau objectives (1603.12G3B). 

Interactions. See attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP Step 2.1 activity recommendation. 

Impact Identification. No Impact. See attached WFP inte raction. 

Alternative 2. Refuse MFP Step 2.1 activity recommendati 

Impact Identification. Pastures of allotments scheduled 
dation would remain unbalanced, proposed grazing systems 
implemented. 

on. 

for consoli- 
could not be , 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would not generate any negative 
impact to other activities. This alternative would provide for more 
effective livestock management at a lower cost. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 1. 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation with the following 
modification: any operator who does not wish to be consolidated for 
management purposes may be allowed to remain in an individual allotment, 
but use will be allowed only after seed ripe of key specie$ and no later , 
than March 1 in the spring. 

Rationale. Consolidation of allotments are considered necessary to 
allow grazing during the plant growing season where rest would be pro- 
vided to protect the physiological requirements of the plants. If it is 
more convenient for an operator to manage his operation on an individual 
allotment, the physiological requirements of the plants will be met by 
the decision. 

Note. A:t:iz!r ilrlditiozl91 sheets. if nectfed -. . -__::‘; : --:;=~~=-~;~~~--I------ _.___ ~--=;&ZZT~~Z=~- __-_-- ----- 
1,:. I’.,. ,’ il.:‘. .e*, “l’! ,.,,(.I Form tfC)O-21 (April l’lT.5) 

., *--_I.-, .-...-m_ 



UNITED STATES 
DEPART?JENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

=-. -- . 

Name (,\I F Pj 
. 
inn 

Activity 

McRae Recommendation RM-2.2. On 2l'allotments, implement seven fall grazing 
Jan 1979 systems, nine rest-rotation grazing systems, and five deferred-rotation 

grazing systems, 
and Overlay 2). 

totaling 43 pastures for intensive management (table 2 

District Manager decision. Support. 

Rationale. The present grazing use of the allotments is made during the 
spring and summer each year. This has resulted in an increase in less 
desirable plants such as pinyon-juniper and big sagebrush and a decrease 
in the more desirable grass and browse species. Grazing each year 
during the growing season also results in poor vigor of the desirable' 
plants. Grazing management systems,provide periodic rest for the plants 
during the critical spring growing season and allow the desirable 
species to regain vigor and improve in condition and composition. 

Bureau policy (1603.2364a) states that proper management of livestock 
grazing will be accomplished through AMPS to the extent possible and 
AMPS will be designed to accomplish objectives of all related program 
activities as set forth in MFPs, to the extent these objectives can be 
achieved through livestock management. 

Interactions. See attached. 

Tea. 
n 1979 

Alternative 1. Accept RM-2.2 recommendation. 

Impact Identification. See below. 
--_ -< ___ 

Alternative 2. Accept RM-2.2 recommendation with the following exceptions. 
1. Allow cattle to continue grazing on frail watersheds, but AUMs 

will not be counted on these areas until SSF improves to below 60 (W- 
1.1). 

2. Rest rotation grazing systems will not utilize any pasture more 
--than moderate (50 percent utilization of the key species) use for one 

year if the allotment is in ecological poor-fair conditions. (W-1.2). 
(W-present situation). 

Impact Identification. 
1. Loss of 6,675 acres and 243 AUMs due to not counting AUMs on 

frail watersheds. 
2; Loss of an estimated 1,000 AUMs by not allowing more-than 

moderate use on rest rotation grazing systems. 

..-..--. ..__ L;_ --. ------ --.-.-- 
.-__. ._. - -..- _--. _-__ - 

c:ions on remrse) Form 1600-20 (April 19i5j 

-, -- -. 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation W-1.5. Close section of road in T. 40 S., R. 5 W., Section 15. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date & Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

Durkee L-3.1 (-) W-l.5 recommends closing and rehabilitation of a Yes - stipulations can be imposed No 
road in 1. 40 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 15 which is part of in the right-of-way grant to protect 
the right-of-way application covered by L-3.1 and the road. 
which will receive continued use if the right-of-way 
is granted. (Upper Place). 

Sauvage 

i: 

R-3.1 (-) Closure of t mile of road 

;. . 
I I 

., 

Compromise is not necessary since 
old poorly designed road grade and an 
alternative route exists. 

(‘.. 
3:; _. 

. . 

. . . 
.‘:; < , 
2,;. , .. . 

: : 



HFP Interaction 

Activity and Reconwcndation W-2.1. Perform flood control treat on 1,140 acres in the Muddy Creek drainage, Zion Allotment. Chain pinyon-juniper. 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date & Resource Interactions 
Recommendation Eliminate 

What is the 
Surname and Rec. No's. 

Modify Without Al.1 or Part of Your 
Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Reconmendation 

HcRae RH-1.2 (+) Watershed's treatment recommendation will have a 
positive impact if done in the interim period. 

HcRae 

&Rae 

RM-2.6 

RM-2.8 

Zion allotment 200 AUMs increase. 

(+) Land trestment on Zion allotment will provide an 
additional 200 AUMs on 1,495 acres. 

(+) Watershed treatment recommendation would increase 
AUMs on 1,495 acres on the Zion allotment by 200 AUMS. 

Hedges 
e 

Wildlife 
Present Situation 

(+) Land treatments would inlprove habitat for many 
wildlife species including deer, rabbits, and doves. 

Sauvage R-3.1 (-) ORV use would be restricted tn this portion of 
the Muddy Creek drainage for a temporary period (at 
least 2 years). 

Sauvage URA Values - Rec. (+) Probable improvement in wildlife habitat-game and non- 
game. 

Sauvage URA Values - Visual (-) Contour trenching and P-J eradication may both remain 
as unnatural features on the landscape. 

No Part 

(+) Improved vegetative cover may improve scenic quality. 



MFP Interaction 

Activity end Recommendation W-1.4. Perform intensive water control treatments on 12.5 miles of stream channels. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recoa:ncndation 

Durkee L-2.1 (-) W-l.4 identified streams for intensive treatment 
L-2.1 identifies a road as needing a right-of-way for 
Kane County which crosses one of these streams in 
T. 40 S., R. 3 W., Sets. 19 and 21. (Mill Creek) 

Yes - stipulations to protect 
the stream, can be placed 
in the right-of-way 

No 

Durkee 

Dalness 

L-3.1 

u-1.2 

(-) L-3.1 contemplates a road right-of-way which yes - stipulations to protect No 
crosses a W-l.4 stream in T. 40 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 15 the stream, can be placed in 
(Sink Valley). the right-of-way. 

Watershed 1.4 recommends stream channel treatments . 
on drainages located in 
mining by Minerals 1.2. 
compatible. 

Allotments 

4004 Bald Knoll 

4082 Mill Creek 

area proposed for strip 
The two uses are not 

Stream Channel (mileaqcl 

Bald Knoll Hollow (0.5) 
Unnamed drainage ii.;; 
Mill Creek 
Coal Canyon co: 5) 
Mineral Creek (0.5) 

Dalncrs 

Hedges 

Sauvage 

Sauvage 

n-2.1 (-) Watershed 1.4 recommends stream channels for treatment 
which are located in the area recommended for free use permit 
and material sales of sand and gravel by M-2.1. The two uses 
are not compatible. 

Allotments Stream Channels (mile- 

WL-3.1 

4082 Mill Creek .: '. Mill Creek (1.0) 
Adams Wash 

4030 Deer Springs Slide Canyon ii::; 

(+) Stabilization of Mill Creek may improve riparian 
vegetation along this stream. 

R-3.1 * (-) It is probable that DRV use would be restricted 
along these streams for an indefinatp period. 

URA Values (+) Stabilized streambanks will produce lusher more natural 
riparian growth and improved wildlife habitat. Lusher 
vegetative patterns along stream courses are more aesthetically 
appealing than barren washes particularly in drier ecosystems. 



Reconciliation of URA Step 4 

1. Mule Deer Habitat Maintenance. These areas are in good condition 
and are meeting the species habitat requirements. 

2. Coyote and Mc:lntain Lion Habitat Maintenance. These areas are in 
good condition and are meeting the species habitat requirements. 

3. Rabbit Habitat Improvement. Demands for hunting are too low to 
justify habitat improvement projects. Demands can be met on existing 
habitat. 

4. Rabbit Habitat Maintenance. These areas are in good condition and 
are meeting the species habitat requirements. 

5. Sage Grouse Habitat Exuans!'on. Demands for hunting are too low to 
justify habitat expansion projects. 

6. Sage Grouse Habitat Improvement. Demands for hunting are too lox 
to justify habitat improvement projects. iiunting demands can be met on 
existing habitat. 

7. Sage Grouse Habitat Maintenance1 These areas are in good condition 
and are meeting the species habitat requirements. 

8. Turkey Habitat Improvement. Sufficient habitat is available to 
meet the-needs of turkeys without additional habitat improvements. 

9. Turkey Habitat Maintenance. These areas are in good condition and 
are meeting the species habitat requirements. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TkIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACT!VITY OBJECTIVES 

Name f.\IFP) 

Zion 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

ledges Objective 'rlt-1. Increase the amount of bitterbrush and mountain maho- 
&lain gany in the vegetative composition from less than 5 percent to 10 per- 
:agan cent on 14 allotments with serious deer-livestock grazing use conflicts. 
lensen 
3ec 1978 Rationale. There are 14 grazing allotments identified in URA Step 3 as 

having serious grazing conflicts between livestock and mule deer. This 
conflict is for forage and has resulted in severe overutilization of 
bitterbrush and mahogany. These species have been reduced to less than 
5 percent of the vegetative composition as a result of this heavy use. 
Ten of these allotments are moderate or high deer winter use areas. A 
vegetative composition of 15 percent bitterbrush occurs on ungrazed 
relict areas in the planning unit. 

z--v--- 

(Instructions on reverse) 

.- -.- 

Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPART?dENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f.\IFPl 

Zion 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

{edges 
tan 1979 

'earn 
tan 1979 

'eL 
.an A 

ream 
.an 1979 

:eam 
.an 1979 

:eam 
ian 1979 

Recommendation IL-1.1. -- Eliminate livestock grazing for an initial 
period of '2 years and allow rest during the growing season in 2 conse- 
cutive years out of 4 thereafter on 14 allotments with deer-livestock 
use conflicts (table 1 and Overlay 1). 

Support. Range. 

Rationale. Bitterbrush and mountain mahogany require 2 years to produce 
seed, so would benefit from 2 years of rest. Shrub vigor and size would 
also improve from the rest period. Two years of rest would provide an 
opportunity for seeding establishment and growth. The Kane County PAA 
shows that demands for mule deer hunting is expected to increase 69 
percent between 1975 and 1985. Improving the quality of forage on these 
allotments would help to meet public demands. 

Interactions. See attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept recommendation. 

Interactions. Same as previously identified. 

Alternative 2. Rest all allotments listed in table 1 for an initial 
Glendale Bench, and Mill Creek which period of 1 year except Ford Well, 

range proposes to rest for 2 years. 

Interactions. This alternative would provide some rest to important 
browse species which would improve shrub vigor. However seed production 
and seedling establishment may not occur with only 1 year of rest. 
Implementation of grazing systems would be detained for 1 year. 

Alternative 3. Rest Sugar Knoll, Ford Well, Mill Creek, and Glendale 
Bench Allotments for 2 years. 

Interactions. This alternative would not provide rest for important 
browse species on most allotments except as provided by grazing systems. 
Conflicts between deer and livestock may still occur on many allotments. , 
Conflicts with range recommendations RN-1.1, RM-1.2, RM-2.2, and RM-2.7 
would be resolved with this alternative. 

Alternative 4. Reject recommendation 1.1. 

Interactions. Same as Alternative 3 except that Sugar Knoll, Ford 
Well, Mill Creek, and Glendale Bench allotments would not be rested for 

*irate: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
- 
cl~~s:rr/c.fri,~,c o,, rcc~rst*J Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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2 years, which conflicts with range recommendations RY-1.1, RH-1.2, RI& 
2.2, and RY-2.7. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in negative 
impacts to the livestock operators involved. Operators would have to 
locate additional pastures in which to run their livestock while their 
allotments are being rested. Deer habitat would be improved by either 
aTternative 1 or 2, altixugh altornative 1 would provide an additional 
year of rest for the vegetation on these allotments. Alternatives 3 and 
4 are the least desirable for wildlife values. Alternative 3 provides 2 
yea-; rest for. brows, 3 on 4 of 14 al lotments With deer-l ivestock use 
conf:icts. Alternative 4 does not provide rest for any of the 14 allot- 
ments. Browse species would not receive rest except as designed in the 
grazing systems. Use conflicts between deer and livestock may not be 
resolved with these alternatives. Alternative 4 would be the best 
alternative to the livestock operators. 

‘earn Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 3; 
:b 1979 
:agan. Area Manager's Multiple Use Analysis. See Area Manager's analysis in 
tune-1979 RM-2.7. 

:agan Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. No allotments will be 
iune 1979 rested as proposed except in relation to land treatments that are recom- 

mended. 

Ford Well and Sugar Knoll will be grazed only during the dormant season 
(October to March) for 2 full years (see RM-1.1) 

Allotments will not be rested 2 consecutive years out of 4 as recom- 
mended. The adjustments in carrying capacity combined with the fact 
that some parts of all browse plants are producing seed every year makes 
this recommendation unnecessary. Bitterbrush seed takes 2 years to be 
produced, but all parts of every browse plant are not grazed every year, 
so seed will be produced without implementing 2 years consecutive rest 
out of every 4 years of grazing. 

The above procedure will reduce livestock-deer conflicts in allotments 
with the greatest problem and the highest concentration of deer numbers, 
Ford Well, and Sugar Knoll. The other allotments with fewer deer num- 
bers will be monitored to see if further adjustments are needed to 
improve browse conditions after intensive grazing management systems are 
implemented. 

lensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation except that Ford Well 
Ian 1981 and Sugar Knoll Allotments will be grazed after seed ripe. 

Rationale. Refer to RM-1.1. 



TABLE 1 

Allotments with Deer - Livestock Use Conflicts 

Priority Allotment 

1 Ford Well 

1 Sugar Knoll 

2 Bald Knoll 

2 Black Rock 

2 Gardner Hollow 

2 Glendale Bench 

2 Sink Valley 

2 Swallow Park 

2 Upper Place 

2 Zion 

3 First Point 

3 -Mill Creek 

3 Red Hollow 

3 Rocking Chair 

Deer' 
Concentrations Allotment Acres 

High 7,981 

High 1,7'39 

Noderate 6,701 

Moderate 18,044 

Moderate 2,200 

Moderate 1,784 

Moderate 8,329 

Moderate 11,594 

Moderate 1,715 

Moderate 11,012 

Low 6,216 

Low 13,480 

Low 801 

Low 1,631 

TOTAL 92,227 

5 

. _. .I-,, - 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARThlENT OF TilE INTERIOR 
BUHEAU OF LAND RIANAGEXIENT 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
- 

Objective Number 

Hedges Objective. WL-2. Improve the condition. and trend of mule deer habitat 
Swain on 85,360 acres of summer range and 45,170 acres of winter range through 
Fagan forage allocation for potential deer numbers (4,500 deer), and vegeta- 
Jensen tive manipulation on 13,270 acres, providing 1,090 AUMs of forage. The 
Dee 1978 desired vegetative composition on the treatment sites is 40 percent 

browse including 10 to 15 percent bitterbrush and mountain mahogany, 30 
percent grasses , and 30 percent forbs. 

Rationale. There are 130,530 acres of mule deer habitat that are pre- 
sently in less than good condition. The condition on much of this 
acreage can be attributed to overgrazing by livestock and deer in the 
past. Serious grazing conflicts between livestock and deer are still 
occurring on 28,900 acres of important deer range. 

There are 13,270 acres of important deer habitat that can be treated to 
provide additional forage for deer. Allocating forage for potential 
deer numbers (4,500) would assure that adequate good quality forage 
would be available when the deer herds reach potential numbers. Present 
herd sizes (1,500) are approximately one-third of the potential herd 
size. 

The mule deer is the most important game species in the planning. unit. 
In 1975, hunters spent $152,820 to hunt deer on public lands in Kane 
County (PAA). 
Planning Unit. 

fifty to 60 percent of this use occurred in the Zion 
Hunter use 1s expected to increase about 6 percent per 

year. Demands for mule deer hunting in 1985 will be nearly double the 
use reported in 1975. 

___----- 
(Instructions on reuerse) Form 1600-10 (April, 
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Hedges 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan - “79 

'earn 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

UNITED STATES Name (.MFPJ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Zion 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION ( Step 1 sten 3 

Recommendation WL-2.1. Allocate forage on all grazing allotments for 
potential deer numbers (table 2). 

Range. Support. 

Rationale. Present deer herd sizes (1,500) are approximately one-third 
of the number that Utah Division of Wildlife Resources plan to manage 
when the deer herds reach their potential size. Allocating forage for 
potential numbers would assure that good quality forage would be avail- 
able for deer when they reach potential numbers. BLM policy requires 
that forage be allocated to wildlife. The Kane County PAA shows that 
demands for mule deer hunting is expected to increase 69 percent between 
1975 and 1985. BLM Manual 1603 objective states that BLM manage habitat 
to maintain wildlife in sufficient numbers to meet public demand. 

Interactions. See Attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept recommendation. 

Interactions. There are 697 AUMs lacking on 16 allotments to satisfy 
forage needs for potential deer numbers. All of these allotments are 
custodial and contain a high percentage of non-Federal land. Deer 
numbers were calculated for the entire allotment, regardless of land 
ownership. If potential available wildlife AUMs on non-Federal land are . 
added to those AUMs available on federal land, adequate forage is avail- 
able to meet the requirements of potential deer numbers on all allot- 
ments. Lands 1.2 a, c, d recommends the sale of 94.98 acres. However, 
this acreage is so small that its sale will have little or no effect on 
the deer population in the area of the sales. 

Alternative 2. Allocate forage for potential deer numbers on the 44 
grazing allotments with adequate forage to meet potential deer numbers. 
Allocate potential available deer AUMs as shown in the 1977 Range Survey 
on the remaining 16 allotments. ' . 

Interactions. Adequate forage would be available to meet potential deer 
numbers on 44 allotments. The other 16 allotments lack 697 AUMs to meet 
potential deer numbers. However, allocating forage as shown in the 1977 
Range Survey method should meet deer needs on Federal lands within these 
allotments. The 697-AUM shortage could be met on non-Federal lands 
within these allotments. 

No,.=: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

~1,,.~:r,rc:l~,l,s o,, WI’CISCI . Form 11X0-21 (April 1975) 



TABLE 2 

Mule Deer Forage Allocation 

Potential 
Potential Deer Foraae 

Potential 
Available 

Population Fieeds (Ahs) Wi 1 dl i fe AGls Priority Allotment 

2 Alton 

1 Bald Knoll 

2 Ben's Ho!low 

2 Black Etlcuntain 

1 Black Rock 

2 Buck Knoll 

2 Burnt Cedar Point 

2 Burnt Flat 

2 Calf Pasture 

2 Cave Creek 

2 Coal Mine 

2 Cogswell Point 

2 Coop Creek 

2 Cottonwood Spring 

2 Cove 

1 Deer Spring 

2 Dry Wash 

1 Dump 

2 Elbow Falls 

2 Elbow Spring 

2 Elkheart Cliffs 

1 First Point 

2 Flume Hollow 

1 Ford Well 

2 Four Mile 

1 Gardner Hollow 

1 Glendale Bench 

0 0 

91 GH-c?Y 

0 0 

25 -35 2b 

250 =4P-? 

66 -44w 

95 *9s’ 
20 G&3- 21 

64 %F kb 

30 * -4+ 31 

8 ikb 

20 &xl 

30 z-k-31 

64 -#- fQG 

20 -Lr 

276 JlH-AbL 

28 43- 43 

9 a-9 
39 XI-40 

125 * I&\"1 

10 -% JO 

127 &g+ 131 

15 -ix+- Jb 
186 279- m 

45 -69 N 
100 g$ 103 

36 ss-33 

5 

'154 

1 

81 

1,051 

321 

186 

50 

122 

63 

6 -- 2- 

21 

14 - 17 

190 
g -I2 

987 

77 

12 

153 

74 

9 -/ 

374 

36 

533 

199 

84 -15 
176 

(continued) 



TABLE 2 (continued) 

Priority Allotment 

Potential Potential 
Potential Deer Forage Available 

Population Needs (AUMs) ltrildlife AWs 

-2 Gordon Point 

2 Hay Canyon 

2 Hog Heaven 

2 Isolated Tract 

1 Johnson Canyon 

2 Levanger Lake 

2 Lower Herd 

2 Lower North Fork 

2 Lydia 

2 Lydia's Canyon 

2 Fleadow Canyon 

1 Mill Creek 

2 Neuts Canyon 

2 North Fork 

2 Orderville Gulch 

1 Red Hollow 

2 Robinson Creek 

1 Rocking Chair 

2 Sink Valley 

2 Spencer ,Bench 

2 Spring Hollow 

2 Stewart Creek 

1 Sugar Knoll 

2 Swains Creek 

1 Swallow Park 

2 Syler Knoll 

2 Table Mountain 

2 Timber Mountain 

. . -.- 

20 

30 

125 

13 

49 

35 

20 

20 

250 

30 

50 

212 

150 

70 

150 

24 

35 

30 

136 

33 

14 

6 

83 

8 

285 

18 

100 

100 

45- 31 

.?@j-J41 

49 

62 

141 

92 

109 

44 

53 

37 

178 - 81 

42 

136 

444 

245 

14 -5% 

379 

78 

38 

181 

427 

165 

28 

16 

50-36 

18 

. 659 

17- 0 

187 

708 

(continued) 



TABLE 2 (concluded) 

Potential Potential 
Potential Deer Forage Available 

Priority Allotment Population Need? (AU!%) Wildlife Al&Is 

2 Upper North Fork 50 s- S-4 75 
.1 Upper Place 74 A38 77 

7 71 --Q . 
2 Willow Creek 30 A-§--31 98 

1 Zion 450 -LtbL 830 

2 Zion Park 20 r2%-sI 43 

TOTAL 4,499 $ir+62-466>3 10,612 

*’ R4c+W011 oc 4uu; ;- 3-..14r/ Rs 
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& 1979 

T t.2.q 
;a 1979 
?Jsan 
&ne 1979 
Jensen 
Gin 1981 

Alternative 3. Reject recommendation. 

Interactions. Forage may not be available to meet the requirements of 
potential deer ‘numbers. 

Comparative A:?alysis. Ceer forage needs can be met by alternative I and 
2. Altarnatit/.e 3 may not meet these needs. Livestock AUMs would be 
provided by all alternatives. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision1 Allocate forage as indicated in table 2 for potential deer 
numbers. 

Rationale. Sufficient forage exists for prior stable (potential) deer 
nudbers. AUMs in table 2 for this recommendation have been changed to 
reflect a methodology in calculating deer AUt4s according to Instruction 
Memorandum No. UT 80-184. Using this method of calculation, there is a 
potential shortage of AUMs on the following allotments: 

Coal Mine 2 
Coop Creek (not grazed by livestock) 
Cove :; 
Elkheart Cliffs 1 (not grazed by livestock) 
Gardner Hollow iy 
Lydia 
North Fork 
Sugar Knoll 5: 
Syler Knoll 2 
Upper Place 

235 

While there is a potential shortage of 234 AUMs to meet the needs of 
prior stable numbers of deer in the planning unit when considering the 
individual allotments as listed above, there is an excess of almost 
6,000 acres on the planning unit as a whole that are allocated to 
wildlife. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name C.\IPFI 

Zion 
Activity 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Hedges 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Recommendation WL-2.2. Chain or burn and reseed 13,270 acres of pinyon- 
juniper in important deer use areas (table 3 and Overlay l)+ Exclude 
livestock grazing from the treatment sites until they are established (2 
years minimum). 

Support. Range, operations. 

Rationale. The proposed vegetative treatment sites are on or adjacent 
to important deer use areas. These sites are also on or adjacent to 
livestock - deer use conflict areas. Desirable browse species have been 
heavily utilized and are in poor vigor. BLM Manual 1603 directs BLM to 
maintain essential habitat components in important wildlife areas. 

Treating these sites would also provide forage for additional deer. 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources plans to manage for a deer herd 
approximately three times the present size. The Kane County PAA shows 
that demands for mule deer hunting is expected to increase 69 percent 
between 1975 and 1985. BLM Manual 1603 objective states that BLM manage 
habitat to maintain wildlife in sufficient numbers to meet public de- 
mands. 

Interactions. See attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept recommendation. 

Interactions. Same as previously identified. 1 

Alternative 2. Same as recommendation except that Glendale Bench chain- 
ing would be reduced to 290 acres, provided that the ponderosa pine 
planting is completed prior to this chaining. If chaining is completed 
before pine are planted, there would be no conflict. 

Interactions. Reducing the Glendale Bench chaining to 290 acres (24 
AUMs) would prevent impacts to a proposed ponderosa pine planting (F- 
2.1). Other interactions as identified in Alternative 1. - 

Alternative 3. Reject recommendation. 

Interactions. Deer habitat conditions may not improve without these 
projects. However, forest products would be preserved and ORV areas 
would remain open. 

. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~IIIS~WIC:~O~I~ OPI rc~r.~j 
- 
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Comparative Analysis. W-2.1 identified a conflict wit5 burning 960 
acres in the Zion Allotment. There is no conflict, however, as WL-2.2 

. proposed to chain this area rather than burn. The proposed wildlife 
. _ --treatments would restrict ORV use on 13,270 acres for 2 years to allow 

v 

Team 
Feb. 1979 
Fagan 
June 1979 
Jensen 
2 ‘381 

those proposed seedings to become established. These areas receive 
little or no ORV use at present , and the remainder of the Zion Planning 
Unit would be open to OR!/ use to satisfy demand. F-1.1 and F-l.2 state 
that forest products would be destroyed and wasted by the proposed 
treatments. However, the treatment areas $lould be opened to firewood 
and post cutting both before and after the areas are chained. There are 
thousands of acres of pinyon-juniper in the planning unit that are not 
being harvested at present and are going to waste. R&2.2 identified a 
problem with treatments unbalancing AUFls in pasture. Dy having addi- 
tional forage in a pasture, grazing pressure on native vegetation would 
be reduced, so conditions should improve. Alternatives 1 and 2 would 
improve deer habitat conditions and provide additional forage for wild- 
life and livestock. Watershed conditions and hunting opportunities 
would also improve. Alternative 2 would resolve one negative interac- 
tion with this recommendation. Alternative 3 would not benefit any 
activity except forestry. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Accept the recommendation contingent upon necessary fencing 
for protect-ion of the treatment. 

Rationale. Without fencing, it may be necessary to remove all livestock 
from a pasture being treated. This would be a hardship on the operator. 

Support. Operations, fencing, contracts for treatment. 



TABLE 3 

Mule Deer Habitat Improvement 

Priority Allotment 

tstimatea 
Land Federal AUMs of 

Treatment Acres Forage 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
*. 

. . 10' 

11 

12 

-4 

Mill Creek 1 

Mill Creek 1 

Black Rock 1 or 2 

Zion 1 

Zion 1 

Glendale'Bench 1 

Cottonwood Spring 2 

First Point 1 or 2 

Bald Knoll 1 

Sink Valley 1 

_ Sink Valley 1 

Sink Valley 1 

TOTAL 

1,500 

860 

3,300 

2,040 

1,500 

360 

7bo 

400 

510 

700 

850 

550 

13,270 

120 

70 

280 

170 

120 

30 

60 

30 

40 

60 

70 

40 

1,090 

1 = Chain pinyon-juniper 

2 = Burn pinyon:juniper 1. 
i '. ., 

.'., 

17 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name IMFP) 
Zion 

Activity 
Wildlife 

Objective Number 

Hedges 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Recommendation WL-2.3. Improve habitat for deer and other species by 
implementing a modified fire suppression plan to limited control of 
wildfires on 120,000 acres of poor or fair condition pinyon-juniper and 
sagebrush habitat (Overlay 2). Human life and private property would 
not be jeopardized in these areas. Many areas have little vegetative 
ground cover and would have to be reseeded after a fire. 

Support. District Fire Management Plan. 

Rationale. Pinyon-juniper and sagebrush have invaded or increased in 
density over much of the planning unit, thus reducing other habitat 
types and habitat for a variety of wildlife. This increase was due in 
part to the control of wildfires which formerly burned the pinyon- 
juniper and sagebrush stands every few years and prevented invasion. 
Allowing wildfires to burn would return the pinyon-juniper habitat to a 
lower successional level, thus providing an opportunity for grasses, 
forbs, and shrubs to icnrease, and providing additional forage for deer. 
BLM Manual 1603 objective states that BLM manage habitat to maintain a 
maximum diversity of wildlife in sufficient numbers to meet public 
demands, and to maintain habitat components to provide optimum edge and 
interspersion of components in important wildlife areas. The Kane 
County PAA shows that demands for wildlife based recreation is expected 
to increase 70 percent between 1975 and 1985. 

Interactions. See attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept recommendation. 

Interactions. Same as previously identified. 

Alternative 2. Same as recommendation except that 20,000 acres of frail 
watershed would be excluded. Frail watersheds should be field checked 
to determine if fire would be undesirable before excluding. 

Interactions. Wildlife habitat would not be improved through wildfire 
on the excluded areas. However, frail watersheds would be protected. 

Alternative 3. Same as recommendation except that 1,400 acres of pon- 
derosa pine plantings would be excluded. 

Interactions. Wildlife habitat would not be improved through wildfire 
on the excluded areas. However, ponderosa pine plantings would be 
protected. 

(fnsttuctions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



Alternative 4. Same as recommendation with the folloviq exceptions: 

1. Proposed ponderasa pine planting areas would k excluded from 
the fire p,lan when the areas are planted. 

2. i Exclude 20,000 acres of frail watersheds. 

:easJ Interactions. This alternative would protect frail watersheds and 
&in 1979 ponderosa pine plantings as they are developed, yet would provide an 

opportunity to improve wildlife habitat conditions on nearly 100,OCO 
acres. 

Alternative 5. Reject recommendation. 

Team Interactions. This alternative would not allow for wildlife habitat 
Jan 1979 improvement through the use of wildfire. Other activities would also 

not benefit from habitat improvements. 

. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 provides the best opportunity for 
wildlife habitat improvement, but does not protect several other values. . 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would protect these values, but eliminates the 
opportunity to improve wildlife habitat by fire on these areas. Alterna- 
tive 4 protects all identified resource values and still allows an 
opportunity to improve wildlife habitat on nearly 100,000 acres. Alter- 
native 5 eliminates the opportunity to improve wildlife habitat, range, 
and watershed conditions on 120,000 acres. 

:, 79 
Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 4. 

FaguN, Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
June 1979 
Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
Jan 1981 that there will be no ponderosa pine transplanting. 

Rationale. See decision and rationale for F-2.1. 

Support, Modification of District fire plan. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OI; TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGE,VENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name !:\IFPj 

Zion 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

Hedges Objective WL-3. 
Swain 

Improve 105 acres of riparian habitat on public lands 
.from poor or fair condition to good condition and maintain 60 acres of 

Fagan 
Jensen 

good condition riparian habitat for a variety of wildlife including mule 
deer, waterfowl, mourning doves, and nongame species. The desired vege- 

Dee 1978 tative composition to be obtained from riparian habitat improvement is 
60 percent cottonwoods and willows, and 30 percent perennial grasses, 
Carex and Juncus. 

Rationale. Riparian habitat comprises less than 1 percent of the to",al 
planning unit, acreage, but is the most important habitat in terms of 
species diversity. Sixty-nine percent of all vertebrate species (242 
species) recorded in the planning unit occur in this habitat type. This 
includes 1 endangered species and 10 State sensitive .species. There are 
115 species that are generally restricted to the riparian-aquatic habi- 
tat. Riparian habitat provides important nesting and wintering habitat 
for many birds and is also used as a migration corridor. Riparian 
habitat is especially important for several game species, including mule 
deer, waterfowl, and mourning doves. In 1975, hunters spent $184,000 to 
hunt those species on public lands in Kane County. At least $1,500 of 
this total was attricuted to wildlife produced or harvested in ripariati 
habitat. 

There are 105 acres of riparian habitat that are being adversely im- 
pacted by flooding and livestock grazing. These conditions are in 
conflict with BLM, legislative, and executive policies as outlined in 
Public Law 92-500, Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, US0 Manual Supple- ,' 
ment 6671, and BLM Draft Manual 6740; BLM Manual 1603 objective states 
that BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife 
species in sufficient numbers to meet public demands. 

___---- 

(ln.iituc~ions on reverse) 
-- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TlIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND &iNAGE,hlENT 

Name (JIFPJ 

Zion 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION 

\Jildl , j-Cc 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Hedges Recommendation UL-3.1. Protect riparian habitat from livestock over 
Jan 1979 grazing and other surface disturbing activities (Overlay 1 and table 4) 

by fencing to exclude those uses. 

Support. Range, surface protection, operations. 

Rationale. Riparian habitat is the most important habitat type'in the 
planning unit in terms of species diversity. This habitat type com- 
prises only 165 acres of public land or less than 1 percent of the 
planning unit total, but is 'nhabited by 242 species of Gldlife or 69 
percent of.the total species occurring in the planning unit (table 1 and 
Appendix 1, URA Step 2 Animals). There is 1 endangered species and 10 
State sensitive species that utilize riparian habitat in the Zion Plan- 
ning Unit. There are also 115 species that are generally restricted to 
the riparian-aquatic habitat. Riparian habitat provides important 
nesting and wintering habitat for many birds and is also used as a 
migration corridor. Tables 2, 3, and 4 (URA Step 3 Wildlife) show that 
64 percent of the riparian habitat is in poor or fair condition. These 
conditions are in conflict with BLM, legislative, and executive policies 
as outlined in Public Law 92-500, Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, US0 

.Manual Supplement 6671, and BLM Draft Manual 6740. These mandates 
require that BLM improve riparian habitat. BLM Manual 1603 objective 
states that BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum diversity of 
wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet public demands. The Kane 
County PAA shows that demands for wildlife based recreation will in- 
crease significantly between 1975 and 1985. Riparian habitat is impor- 
tant for several game spec,ies including mule deer, waterfowl, mourning 
doves, and cottontails. In 1975, hunters spent $184,000 to hunt these 
species on public lands in Kane County. At lease $1,500 of this total 
was attributed to the harvest or production of wildlife on riparian 
areas. While no data is available for the Zion Planning Unit, noncon- 
sumptive uses of wildlife in the unit probably exceeds consumptive use. 
A high percentage of this use occurs in riparian areas. In 1975, Ameri- 
cans spent 1.5 billion days observing wildlife (1975 National Survey of' 
Hunting, Fishing, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation. 1977.U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Washington D.C.). This exceeded both fishing (1.3 
billion) and hunting (0.5 billion days). Livestock grazing and flooding 
were identified in URA Step 3 as the major contributing causes of the 
degradation of riparian habitat. The desired vegetative composition of 
60 percent cottonwoods and willows, and 30 percent grasses, Carex and 
Juncus, has been obtained in Virgin River Allotment with 3 years nonuse 
from livestock grazing. 

Note: Attach additionat slwets. if needed 
P - 
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Interactions. See attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept recommendation to fence riparian areas. 

Interactions. Same as previously identified. 

Alternative 2. Fence riparian habitat in nine custodial allotments 
(table 4) except Elbow Spring, Elbow Falls, Mill Creek, First Point, and 
Bald Knoll allotments. This would require approximately 15.7 miles of 
fence. Riparian habitat in the remaining 4 allotments would be managed 
through grazing systems. 

Interactions. Riparian habitat in custodial allotments can be effec- 
tively protected only by fencing these areas, since BLM cannot control 
livestock grazing and other land uses on private land within these 
allotments. A total of 17 AUMs of forage would not be available for 
livestock use. 
ably improve, 

Riparian habitat on the 4 grazed allotments would prob- 
but may not improve to better than fair condition. 

Alternative 3. Same as recommendation with following exceptions: 
1. Fences would be constructed at least one-quarter mile from 

streams where possible. 
2. Livestock grazing would be allowed in these exclosures where 

feasible, but allowable utilization on woody riparian vegetation (cotton- 
woods and willows) will not exceed 30 percent. 

Interactions. These alternatives would eliminate all conflicts with 
range. Restricting utilization to 30 percent on woody vegetation would 
allow riparian vegetation to improve. Watershed conditions and recrea- 
tion values would be enhanced with limited grazing use. 

Alternative 4. Fence only good or fair condition riparian habitat: 
North Fork Virgin River (Lower North Fork, Upper North Fork, Table 
Mountain Allotments), Lydia's Canyon (Lydia's Allotment), and Fuller 
Cove (Upper Place) (60 acres). This would require about 5 miles of 
fencing. 

Interactions. Same as identified for Alternative 1, except that only 12 
AUMs of forage would be unavailable for livestock use. Unfenced areas 
would not receive protection except as provided by grazing systems. 

Alternative 5. Reject recorronendation. 
. 

Interactions. Riparian vegetation would receive light to heavy use by 
livestock. Habitat condition would probably not improve to better than 
fair condition with moderate or heavy use, even with a grazing system. 
Wildlife species diversity would remain low in poor condition areas. 



Comparative Analysis. Alternative 1 would provide total protection to 
riparian areas and would also benefit watershed and recreation. There 
would be a loss of 13 AUils of forage for livestock grazing. Alterna- 
tives 2.and 3 would provide adequate protection to riparian vegetation 
and should improve habitat conditions, except for riparian habitat in 
the four allotments that would not be fenced (Alternative 2). Alterna- 
tive 3 would be extremely difficult to enforce. Riparian areas would 
have to be field inspected to insure that livestock are moved when 
utilization reaches 30 percent. Operators may be inconvenienced by 
having to move cattle from these areas. Alternative 4 would provide 
protection to good and fair condition riparian areas. Unfenced areas in 
Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would improve under grazing systems, but condi- 
tions would probably not improve to better than fair condition and 
species diversity would remain low. There would be a loss of 12 AUMs 
with Alternative 4. 

. 

GIatershed conditions would not benefit from Alternative 5. Alternatives 
2, 4, and 5 would resolve the conflict with M-l.2 by not fencing the two 
areas involved. It may be possible to mine in the vicinity of these 
areas and still protect the riparian habitats. This would have to be 
addressed in a mining plan. Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would not conflict 
with RN-2.8. L-3.2 identifies a conflict along Upper Kanab Creek. This 
corridor could still be established with the riparian habitat protected 
through stipulations. None of the riparian areas receive more than 
occasional ORV use, so closing the riparian areas to ORV use would have 
no adverse impacts. 

. . I< . Multiole Use ! Recommendation. 
i, -. 

Accept alternative 4. 
/79 

Fagan Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 4 because 
June 1979 it will protect the highest priority riparian areas (table 4). At the 

same time, it reduces livestock AUMs by only 12 AUMs as follows: 

Upper North Fork 5 
Table Mountain 5 
Lydia's 2 

TOTAL 12 AUMs 

Jensen Decision. Accept multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 

Support. Operations, fencing. 



TABLE 4 

Riparian Habitat Improvement and Maintenance 

Priority Stream Allotment BLM Acres 

Miles of 
BLM Stream Fence 

Miles Needed 

1 North Fork Virgin River 

2 North Fork Virgin River 

3 North Fork Virgin River 

4 Lydia's Canyon 

5 Meadow Creek 

6 Orderville Gulch 

7 Orderville Gulch 

8 Orderville Gulch 

9 Fisher Canyon 

10 Kanab Creek 

11 Muddy Creek 

12 Fuller Cove 

13 Mill Creek 

l? Skutumpah Creek 

Lower North Fork q, 

Upper North:Fork e< 

Table Mountain q . 
Lydia's ‘t 

Zion ;b‘ ‘-\. 

Orderville Gulch -* 

Neuts Canyon :.'c 

-Zion ii 

Elbow Spring I'? ',: 

Elbow Falls 

--Zion ,I. 

Upper Place 

Mill Creek 

First Point 

20 

15 

15 

5 

5 

20 

15 

5 

10 

10 

5 

5 

20 

5 

1.0 

0.3 

0.4 

0.4 

0.7 

3.1 

2.0 

0.7 

1.0 

1.0 

0.5 

0.7 

4.0 

0.5 

2.0 

0.6 

0.8 

0.8 

1.5 

4.0. 

2.0 

1.5 

0.0 

2.0 

1.0 

1.5 

4.0 

1.0 . 
15 Thompson Creek Bald Knoll 10 1 .L 3.5 

TOTAL 165 20.0 26.2 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT 01’ TiIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAXI) MANAGEiklENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWiIRK PL.AN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name C:UFP) 

Zion 
Activity 

Wildlife 
. Objectivc’Numbcr 

Hedges we;,";"; WL-4. Maintain important habitat for one Federally endangered 
Swain bald eagle), two upland game species (turkey and band-tailed 
Fagan pigeon), and several species of raptors by main+.aining 1,900 acres of 
Jensen ponderosa pine for winter roosting habitat and summer nesting habitat. 
Dee 1978 

Rationale. Endangered species have suffered from habitat loss and human 
interference throughout much of their range. Although many laws have 
been enacted for their protection, they have generally failed to ade- 
quately respond. Public interest in the species has increased in recent 
years. 

All wildlife species have values, either economic or aesthetic, which 
justify proper management and protection of their habitat. Preservation 
of habitat for the bald eagle is mandated by the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, the Bald Eagle Act, and BLM Nanual 6840. 

Demands for turkey and band-tailed pigeon hunting is increasing slowly, 
but steadily in the planning unit (Kane County PAA).. BLM Manual 1603 
objective states that BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum diver- 
sity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet public demands. 

.__--__- 

(~rrs:ructions on reverse) 

-_ -- 
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L’NITED STATES 
DEPARTMi:ST OF TliE IYI-ERIOR 
BUREAU fii-’ :a:Y%:D !J:WACE31ENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEi’iORK PLAN 
RECOM?nEF~DATfON-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Hedges Recommendation UL-4.1. Do not allow any cutting of dead or live stand- 
Jan 1979 ing ponderosa pine (overlay 1). 

None. Support. 

Rationale. These stands of ponderosa pine are important winter roosting 
sites for a small number of bald eagles and turkeys as well as nesting 
habitat for band-tailed pigeons and several species of raptors. BLM is 
mandated by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law ' 
93-205) and ELM Manual 6840 to conserve endangered species by insuring 
that critical habitat of a species is not adversely modified or des- 
troyed. Public demands for turkey and band-tailed pigeon hunting is 
increasing slowly but steadily (Kane County PAA). Maintaining habitat 
for these species during a critical time of year would insure that there 
is an adequate population to help meet public demands. 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Interactions. See attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept recommendation. 

Team 
'an 1979 

Interactions. Same as previously identified. 

Alternative 2. Same as recommendation except that underground coal 
mining would be allowed in areas containing ponderosa pine. 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Interactions. Same as alternative 1. Coal mining-plpns could be 
designed to prevent little or no impacts to bald eagles or their habitat. 

Alternative 3. Reject recommendation. 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Interactions. This alternative would not provide adequate protection 
to bald eagle habitat and would be in violation of the endangered 
species act. 

Comparative Analysis. Alternatives 1 and 2 would provide protection to 
essential bald eagle habitat. Alternative 3 would not adequately pro- 
tect bald eagle habitat. 

Team 
FEb 1979 
Fagan 
June 1979 
Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 

Area Manaqer's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 

XkW.S :;;. ;‘I 
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. . . 

MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation WL-1.1. Eliminate livestock grazing for an initial period of 2 years and allow rest during the growing season in 2 
consecutive years out of 4 thereafter on 14 allotments with deer-livestock use conflicts (table 1 and Overlay 1). 

Date 6 Resource Interactions 
Surname and Rec. No's. 

11/22 Durkee Lands 1.2d neg. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Rccon.1:cndation 

Wildlife 1.1 calls for specific management treatment No Ye5 
on lands which L-1.2d would dispose of under UTA in 
T.405., R.4.5W.. Sec. 31. (12.5 acres - Mill Creek) 

RM-1.1 

RN 1.2 

RH-2.2 

Wildlife recommends an initial 2 year rest period 
and 2 consecutive years out of four on allotments 
with deer-livestock conflicts. This conflicts 
with the following allotments (RM-1.1): 

Al lotments Acres . AUMS 

Ford Well 7,981 245 
-Sugar Knoll 1,733 

Bald Knoll 6,701 zi 
Black Rock 18,044 825 

--Gardner Hollow 2,200 26 

Glendale Bench 1,784 Sink Valley 8,329 2:: 
Swallow Park 11,534 887 

Upper Place 1,71.5 Zion 11,012 3:: 
First Point 6,216 426 
Mill Creek 13.480 170 
Red Hollow 801 
Rocking Chair _1&31 1:: 

Total 92,227 ~6-9 

Wildlife recommends an initial 2 year rest period 
and 2 consecutive years out of four on allotment 
with deer-livestock conflicts. This conflicts 
with allotments listed above under RM-1.1 (RM-1.2). 

- Wildlife recommendation would dramatically alter 
. rest rotation grazing systems and would eliminate 

deferred-rotation grazing systems. All fall 
systems would be grazed only 2 consecutive fall periods 
out of four (RM-2.2):. 

No All 

No All 



I _,.” 

Contfnued 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the ' Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Rcconmendation 

Rest Rotation 
Allotments 

Deferred Rotation Fall Grazinq 

RM-2.7 - 

Y-l.1 + 

Ford Well 
Bald Knoll 
Black Rock 
Swallow Park 
First Point 
Mill Creek 

Sink Valley Sugar Knoll 
Glendale Bench 

Wildlife recommendation would abolish livestock grazing 
the first two years and two consectuive years out of four 
thereafter on the allotments listed aboLe under RN-l.1 
(RN-1.2). 

Wildlife is recommending elimination of livestock grazing 
for an initial period of 2 years and rest during the growing 
season in 2 out of 4 years thereafter in four allotments 
containing frail soils recommended for exclusion of livestock 
by watershed. If accepted, the wildlife recommendation would be 
of some benefit to watershed by insuring rest from livestock on 
the following acreage of frail soils (W-1.1): 

Allotments -- 

3051 Glendale Bench 
4117 Sugar Knoll . 
4129 Upper Place 
4138 Zion 

AcreacE 

1,179 
749 
470 

60 

u-l.2 + Wildlife 1.1 recommends elimination of livestock grazing for an 
initial period of 2 full years and rest during the growing 
5ed5on in 2 out of 4 years thereafter in 9 allotments containing 
heavily utilized vegetation also recommended for rest by watershed. 
These areas would improve in cover and erosion condition if the 
Wildlife recommendation were accepted (W-1.2): 

Allotments -- 

4008 Black Rock 
4041 First Point 
40.17 Ford Well 
4051 Glendale Bench 
4097 Red Hollow 
4100 Rocking Chair 
4112 Sink Valley 
4120 Suallor Park 
4129 Upper Place 

'Acreage 

510 
210 

2,061 
240 
60 

355 
150 

1,775 
295 

5.1;56 

This would positively 
benefit 5,656 out of 
6,957 acres of heavily 
utilized area identi- 
fied in W1.2. 



. . . 

Concluded 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possfble to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date & Resource Interactions What is the 
Interaction. How Much, a;d Where 

Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Surname and Rec. No's. Compromise Recommendation 

UL-3.1* Resting Zion. Upper Place, Mill Creek, First Point, and Bald 
Knoll allotment5 for 2 year5 would improve the condition of 
riparian vegetation in these allotment5 (WL-3.1). 

URA Values, Recreation + Improved deer hunting opportunities if habitat improves. Better 
and Visual scenic quality with more diverse vegetation (R-URA, VR-URA). 
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MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation WL-2.1. Allocate forage on all grazing allotments for potential deer numbers (table 2). 

Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date 6 Resource Interactions 
Possible to Recommendation Eljminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. 
What is the 

Interaction, How Much, and Where 
Modify Without 

Compromise 
All or Part of Your 

Recoamendation 

11/21 Ourkee Lands 1.2 a,c,d, Neg. Wildlife 2.1 calls for specific management treatment 
on lands which L-l.2 a,c,d, would dispose of under UTA 
in T. 41 S., R. 7 W., Sec. 7 (7.48 acres - Sugar Knoll) 
T. 41 5.. R. 9 W., Sets. ,11 & 12 - Coop Creek, Meadow 
pn:gn gnd Burnt Flat. </.P-~,~. ..,l 

., R. 4.5 W., Sec. 31 (12.5 acres - Mill Creek) No 

RH1.2 - Wildlife recommends to allocate forage for total potential 
deer numbers. This would reduce cattle AlJEts on the following 
allotments where total deer potential is not satisfied (HM-1.2). 

Allotments 

Coal Mine 
Cogswell Point 
Coop Creek 
Cove . 
Dump 
Elbow Spring 
Elkheart Cliff 
Gardner Hollow 
Hog Heaven 
LeVanyer Lake 
Lydia 
Lydia's Canyon 
North Fork 
Robinson Creek 
Sugar Knoll 
Sylei Knoll 

AUMs 

i 

11: 

42 

19; 

:i 

G 

Wld. 2.1 would eliminate 
all three entirely 

URA Values - Recreation + Improved deer hunting opportunities potential for three 
times as many deer in total population (R-URA). 
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Activity and Recommendation WL-2.2. Chain 
livestock grazing from the treatment sites 

MFP Interaction 

or burn and reseed 13,270 acres of pinyon-juniper in important deer use areas (table 3 and Overlay 1). 
until they are established (2 years minimum). 

Exclude 

W Id Accepting Confl. 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the 
Possible to 

Modify Without 
ieucorcmendation Eliminate 

lcting 

Surname and Rec. No's Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise 
All or Part of Your 

Recors?cndation 

RM-1.3 + 

RM-1.2+ Wildlife recommendation to chain, burn and reseed 
increase AUMs for livestock if treatment was accomplished 
during the interim as follows (HM-1.2): 

Allotment Acres 

Sink Valley 
Zion 

1,900 

Black Rock 
3,540 

Glendale Bench 
1,600 

360 
Cottonwood Springs 360 
First Point 120 
Bald Knoll 200 

Total s;iXB 

Increased AUMs 

222 
420 
187 

:z 

:i 
mi 

RM-2.2 - 

RH-2.6 + 

Wildlife recommendation to chain and seed 3,540 acres on 
the Zion allotment could change this allotment from custo- 
dial to intensive management (RM-1.3). 

Wildlife recommendation to chain, burn and reseed would cause 
pastures in the rest rotation and deferred-rotation grazing 
systems to be unbalanced as follows (RM-2.2): 

Rest Rotation - Acres increased AUMs Deferred Rotation Acres 

Black Rock 
First Point 
Bald Knoll 

1,600 
120 
280 

m 

187 

:: 

Sink Valley 

234 . 

Wildlife recommendation to chain burn and seed would increase 
AUMs over range treatment recommendation on the following 
allotments (RI+2.6): 

Allotments Additional Acres - &eased AUMs for Livestock 

Black Rock 
Zion 

1,6GO 187 

Glendale Bench 
3,540 420 

360 
Cotlonwood Spring 360 
First Point 

i; 
120 

Bald Knoll 260 
Sink Valtey 

:: 
1,900 
B,lzO 

222 
93 

1,900 

m 

Increased AUMs 

222 

2-22 

,, *, ,, ,, 



. . . 

Concluded 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date & Resource Interactions What is the 
Interaction, How Much, and Where 

Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Compromise Recon?endation 

RM-2.8 + Wildlife recommendation of chaining burning and seeding would 
increase livestock AUMs on the following allotments (RM-2.8): 

+w-2.1 

Allotment Treatment Acres AlJMs 
MillCreek 

-- 
1 2,360 

Black Rock 1 or 2 :;: 
Zion 
Glendale Bench : 

;,;i; 

'360 
413 

42 
Cottonwood Spring 700 82 
First Point 1 or f 400 47 
Bald Knoll 

r 
510 59 

Sink Valley LLO!? 243 
Total 13,270 1.m 

Wildlife is recommending chainging and burning on 9GO acres 
of pinyon-juniper recommended for flood control treatment by 
watershed. Burning, in this case, may be a conflict with flood 
control objectives because it would bare the soil for an extended 
period. Zion grazing allotment (W-2.1). 

WL-2.1+ Land treatments would provide additional forage for deer on the 8 
allotments listed in table 3. This would help meet forage needs 
for potential deer numbers on these allotments (WL-2.1). 

URA Values, Recreation, 
Visual 

+Improved deer hunting opportunities with improved habitat. Eventual 
improvement in scenic quality and other wildlife values with proposed 
vegetative composition (R-URA, VR-URA). 

12-21-78 

12-21-78 

R-3.1 - 

F-l.1 - 

F-2.1 - 
and URA values 

Probable restriction on ORV use; 13,270 acres (R-3.1). 

Prescribed burning would destroy vegetative resources 
which could be beneficially harvested by man. (F-1.1). 

Vegetative modifications prescribed to benefit 
wildlife would waste valuable vegetative products. 
(F-2.1, F-URA). 

. 
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MFP Interaction 
.a' 

Actlvlty and Recommendation UL-2.3. Improve habitat for deer and other species by allowlng wlldPIres to burn on 120,OOQ acres of poqr or fair condftjon 
pinyon- junfper and sagebrush habltat (Overlay 2). Human life and private property would not be jeopardized In these areas, Hany areas have little 
vegetative ground cover and would have to be reseeded after B flre. 

I‘ 
Uduld Accepting Confli cting 

Date P Resource Interactlons 
# * 

What is the 
Possible to Recom:lendatlon Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. Wo's. Interaction, Wow Much, dnd Where 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Compromise Recommendation 

m-1.2 

RM-1.3 

M-2.6 

IN-2.8 

RM-3.1 

t 

t 

Wildlife recotnnendation to allow wlldflre to burn 
on 120,000 acres and reseed following fire would 
potentially increase AUMs for llvestock approximately 
15,000 AUMs (R&1.2). 

Wildlife recormnendation to allow wildfire to burn 
on 120,OOO‘acres could change custodial managed allotments . 
to intensive managed allotments because of dramatic 
increase in AUNs after rehabilitation. This could 
effect all custodial allotments (RM-1.3). 

Wildlife recommendation to allow wildfires to burn 
on 120,000 acres would have potential to increase 
AUMs for livastock by approximately 15,000 AUMs (RM-2.6). 

Wildlife recommendation to allow wildfire to burn 
on 120,000 acres would have potential to increase 
AUMs for livestock by approximately 15,000 AUtfs (RM-2.8); 

Wildlife recommends allowing wildfire to burn on 120,000 
acre,s. This would be a positive interaction with range 
reconnncndation to incorporate a modified fire suppresion 
plan for 50,000 acres where burning is recommended as a 
land trcat,ment (RW-3.1). 

Present Situation - 
Frall Watershed 

Wildfire 2.3 proposes no control of wildfire on 25 allotments 
containing frail soils. Burning could completely eliminate 
cover on these erosive soils allowing erosion t&accelerate. 
Rehabilitation could,be difficult (W-URA). 

. Allotments Acres cjf Frail Soil 
4004 Bald Knoll 
4139 Ben Hollow 

1,265 
30 

The frail watershed 
acreage withln the 
let burn areas fs 
90 percent of the 
total frail soils 
in the planning unit. 
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Concluded 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date h Resource Interactions 
Recommendation Eliminate 

What is the 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction. How Much, and' Where 

Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Compromise Rccor:mendation 

4007 Black Mountain 
4008 Black Rock 
4012 Buck Knoll 
4OlC Burnt flat 
4018 Calf Pasture 
4027 Cottonwood Spring 
4030 Deer Springs 
4034 Dry Wash 
4150 Elkhcart Cliffs 
4048 four Nile 
4051 Glendale Bench 
4062 Isolated Tracts 
4081 Meadow Canyon 
4082 Mill Creek 
4112 Sink Valley 
4113 Spencer Bench 
4151 Spring Hollow 
4117 Sugar Knoll 
4119 Swdin's Creek 
4120 Swallow Park 
4129 Upper Place 
4138 Zion 

341 
2,047 
2,040 

20 

1,OZ 
1,400 

891 
391 
530 

1.179 
440 

1,4E 
1,545 
1,337 

330 
1.119 

'281 
230 
470 

-us 
20,070 

URA Values, Recreation 

Visual 

iImproved deer habitat should result in improved deer 
hunting opportunities (R-URA). 

+Vegetative conditions should slowly assume a more natural 
and diverse ecological composition which would be more 
aesthetically pleasing (VR-URA). 

12-21-78 

R-3.1 -0RV use may be restricted in newly reseeded areas (if reseeding 
is necessary) (R-3.1). 

f-l.1 - 
(W-2.3 impact = greatest) 

Modified fire suppresion 
resources which could be 
man. (f-1.1). 

would destroy vegetative' 
beneficially harvested by 
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MPP Interaction 

Activity and Recotmnendatfon WL-3.1. 
table 4) by fencing riparian areas 

Protect riparfan habitat from livestock overgrazing and other surface-disturbing activities (Overlay 1 and 
to exclude those uses. 

Possible to 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date h Resource Interactions What is the 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much. and Where 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Coq>romise Recommendation 

11/21 Durkee 

11-24-78 

lands-3.2 Neg. 

H-1.2 - 

Wildlife 3.1 could interfere with the Utility 
Corridor contemplated by L-3.2 in that protec- 
tion of riparian habitat fn upper Kanab Creek 
could be compromised by construction of utility 
systems. 

The wildlife resource recommends to protect 
and improve riparfan habitat along several 
streams. About 15 acres of riparian habitat 
is within an area suitable for coal surface 
mining. This recommendation may inhibit or 
preclude coal uevelopment on these 15 acres. 
The areas involved are about 5 acres along 
Mill Creek in Sec. 8 of T. 40 S., R. 44 W. 
and 10 acres along ThomTxon Creek in section 
13 and 24 1. 40 S., R. 5 W (M-1.2). 

RM-1.2 - 

RM-2.8 * 

, 

Wildlife recommends to protect riparian habitat 
from the effects of livestock grazing conflicts 
as follows (RI+1.2): 

Allotment AUMs in Conflict -..--_ 
her North Fork 

--- 
5 

Table Hountain -- 
Lydias Canyon 
Neuts Canyon 
Mill Creek 

Wildlife recommends eliminating livestock 
grazing on as much as 155 acres and 18 
AUMs as follows (RM-2.8): 

Allotment 
Elbow falls 
Mill Creek 
first Point 
Bald Knoll 

TOTAL 

Acres 

:: 
5 

.+ 

Miles 

::: 

T-S A 
7.2 

Yes - stipulations could be placed 
on any right-of-way using this corridor 
which would protect this habitat. 

NO 

Maybe, it may be possible to mine these Maybe (see left) 
areas in such a way 50 as to allow 
protection and improvenrnt of riparian 
habitat. A mining plan would have to 
address this. 



w-1.1 

w-1.4 

Present Situation 

. 

URA Values-Recreation 

. . . 

Concluded 

Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date & Resource Interactions 
Possible to 

What is the 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and‘llhere 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Compromise Recoameodation 

URA Values - Visual 

R-3.1 

12/2l/?B F-2.1 
and URA Values 

(+) WL-3.1 recommends protection of riparian 
habitat from grazing and other surface disturbing 
activities on two sections of riparian which 
were also recommended for elimination of 
livestock by W-1.1. Roth recommendations would 
likely improve erosion condition along these 
stream reaches: 

Allotment -_- 
4001 Meadow Canyon 
4138 Zion 

Acres -- 
15 

(+) GIL-3.1 recommends protection of riparian 
habitat from yrazing and other surface distur- 
bing activities along 1.5 miles of stream channel 
recommended for treatment by W-l.4 to improve 
erosion conditins. Removing livestock will 
help obtain watershed objective of improvement. 

Recommendation WL-3.1, by protecting riparian 
areas from grazing and surface disturbance, 
will benefit watershed values along all 
stream roaches identified. Cover will be 
increased and erosion may be reduced along 
some stream reaches (W-URA). 

(+) Improved wildlife (game or non-game) re- 
creational use opportunities. 
natural values (R-URA). 

Improved 

(+) ttealthy - lush riparian zones are 
aesthetically pleasing, particularly in 
drier climates (VR-URA). 

(-) Probable closure of these riparfan areas 
to ORV use (R-3.1). 

(+) Protection of stream-side arhoreal vegetation 
will benefit perpetuation of other tree specfes 
in the unit, which were not carried forth for a 
harvest recommendation due to their relative 
scarcity. 

. . 



. . . 

MFP Interaction 

Activf ty and Recommendation WL-4.1. 00 not allow any cutting of dead or live standing ponderosa pine (Overlay 1). 

4 Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date & Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

11/24/M H-l.1 (-1 The wildlife resource r Yes; development of underground No 
Llalness ponderosa pine areas 

y&&# ommfqds to maintain 
as habitat for bald coal could he conducted in such 

eagles. Bald eagles roost and concentration a way so as to protect the eagle 
areas are considered “unsuitable",for coal min- habitat. 
ing. This recommendation may inhlbit or preclude 
underground coal development. The areas involved 
are sections 19,20,30 and 31 of T. 39 S., R. 8 W., 
and sections 24 and 35 of T. 39 S., R. 9 W., and 
section 1 of T. 40 S., R. 9 \J. 

l2/2l./78 

Recreation-URA Values +Better raptor/wildlife viewing opportunities; 

F-2.1 (+) Protection of ponderosa pine unitwide will N/A 
complement the intent of ponderosa reforestation 
recommendation. 

N/A 



RECONCILIATION OF ZION URA STEP 3 - RECREATION (Includes recommendations, 
which do not involve land use allocations.) 

1. &ntinq and Fishing. The URA indicates that opportunities for 
irnprove:;ient of huntinq and fishinq in the.Zion unit are involved with 
improvement of wildlife habitat which would increase game populations. 
The wildlife portion of iJFP contains some recommendations for the im- 
provement of wildlife habitat in the unit. The technical recommenda- 
tions for improving wildilfc habitat should also improve deer hunting 
and zoological sightseeing and their implementation will enhance these 
activities, ho!qever, additional opportunities exist to improve mule deer 
habitat. Nongame and nonconsumptive wildlife use is not considered in 
the iiildlife MFP due to lack of obvious economic justification. The 
Recreation URA and Recreation portion of the Kane County PAA document 
tnajor habitat improvement potential and strong social demand for enhance- 
ment of nongame wildlife species. Full acceptance of the Visual Re- 
source Management Recommendation VR1.3 would result in major improvement 
in nongame wildlife habitat, as vie17 as habitat for mule deer and other 
hunted species. Recommendation VRi.3 requests shifting ecological 
conditions to a successional stage closer to climax conditions of ecolog- 
ical diversity, rather than maintaining the present narrow, monotypic 
range which has resulted from past abuse by livestock grazing practices. 
Such a shift is needed to improve scenic quality as well as ecological 
conditions, with the major tradeoff being change in livestock management 
practices. The PAA documents the fact that most operations are econom- 
ically marginal at best and that the livestock/ agricultural industry 
contributes 7 percent to total county income, compared to 12 to 15 
percent for recreation. However, livestock operators generally perceive . 
the public land they have grazed for decades as being their ollrn private 
land and resistance to further bureaucratic regulation will be apparent 
and reflected strongly in the final multiple use decisions in MFP 3. 

2. Improving sportsmen's access is another action which could improve 
wildlife-related opportunities, however, few specific areas have been 
identified. Access problems can be partially mitigated by identifying 
public land boundaries on the ground. 

3. Collecting. The opportunities for enhancement of collecting were 
to prohibit sales of septarian nodules and petrified wood, and to inform 
the public of the availability of these materials for free collection. , 
Unless the mining claims predate the current law those conducting the 
mining should not be allowed to continue operations at the expense of 
other public land users (recreationists) in either case it would appear 
to be a land use allocations of a resource in one of 3 ways: 

The claims are valid and the current use should continue. 
E: The claims are not valid and the BLM should lease or sell the 

nodules and petrified wood. This is a land use allocation or 
The claims are not valid and the BLM will reserve the area to 

pub1 iz*rock hounding by administrative decision. The legality of filing 
mineral claims on septarian nodules should be referred to the solicitors' 



i 

office and perhaps tested in court. Public access to some claims on 
public land is being restricted by claimants. 

Opportunities for collection of fuel wood were identified as were poten- 
tial cutting areas. These areas are a duplication of similar opportun- 
ities identified in the Forest Products URA. In the interest of develop- 
ing a concise plan and avoiding duplication, the recreational aspects of 
fuel wood collection are not treated in the recreation recommendations. 

4. Sightseeing - Historical. The King Cannel Mine is a small, inter- 
esting old coal mine adjacent to a county road. Although no preser- 
vation of the mine is proposed, an interpretive sign should be placed at 
the mine stating k/hen the mine was operated. Most of the surface fea- 
tures URA 4 also suggests publication of a brochure describing histor- 
ical attractions in the Zion unit to benefit interested visitors. 

5. Sightseeing - Other Cultural. Interpretation opportunities of 
vegetative manipulations were not brought forward since these features 
generally had a low quality rating and public interest in this kind of 
land treatment is also considered to be low. However, the seeding at 
Swallow Park is a good example of a successful range treatment which is 
also aesthetically pleasing. An interpretive sign should be placed on 
this treatment. Good range management will insure preservation of this 
feature in its present high quality condition. 

6. Sightseeing - Geological 
a. Zion Narrows. In cooperation with Zion National Park, develop 

a trail guide and better trailhead signing. Emphasis should be placed . 
on interpretation of geologically significant features. 

b. Orderville Gulch. Same as a. 

C. Strawberry Point. Install directional and interpretive sign- 
ing from the road in Orderville Canyon. 

d. Pink Cliffs. Install an interpretive sign on the Skutumpah 
Road describing the significance of the nearby Pink Cliffs, prominately 
in view to the north. 

Development of an interpretive turnout on US 89 featuring the 
Elkha% Cliffs and Sevier Fault was not carried through to t&P due to 
lack of suitable public land adjacent to US 89. Such a development 
would be more appropriate in the Vermilion Planning Unit. Also, inter- 
pretation of Kanab Creek Falls at a developed overlook was dropped due 
to the low quality of this feature and existing ease of viewing oppor- 
tunity. 

7. Sightseeing - Zoological. As in hunting, opportunities are based 
on the improvement of wildlife habitat, which would improve wildlife 
populations. Recommendations to improve sightseeing opportunities would 

.- “. ._ I v 



be a repetition of wildlife habitat recommendations, including access 
recommendations. The discussion o,n hunting and fishing in number 1 also . 
applies to zoological sightseeing opportunities. 

8. Other Management Opportunities. There is a need to conduct an 
inventory of public access problem-areas in the unit. It is likely that 
more public use would occur‘ if public roads and public land were better 
defined on the ground. In a number of places, recreationists are led to 
believe that most land is posted private land due to the presence of "no 
trespassing" signs. There is little counterbalancing information to 
indicate where public land occurs. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TliE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANi\GEhlENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (.\IFP) 

Zion 
Activity 

Recreation 
Objective Number 

R-l 

Bunker 
Swain 

Objective R-l. Develop recreation sites needed to accommodate users and 
to facilitate recreational uses of public lands. 

Fagan 
Jensen Rationale. Bureau of Land Management Policy (1603.12C3) states that the 
Dee 1978 visitor management program of the Bureau will include the development of 

facilities needed for use of public lands. 

Development of facilities can help direct and control visitors, distribute 
use, concentrate the impacts of users into areas which are developed to 
accommodate them, improve health and safety conditions, and provide 
quality recreational opportunities for the majority of the public who 
seek developed sites. Acquiring legal access on existing roads is 
becoming more Important as access to public land become's more restricted 
by private landowners. Acquiring legal access is considered a support 
need for protection and preservation of scenic'and other recreational 
values. 

I ?‘_, 

‘: 
7 ( 

t ’ 

.,’ 
“. 

(~hduclions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1075) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TllE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :rlANAGEMENT 

MANAGEME.NT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
Recreation 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSiS-DECISION I Step 1 Step 3 

Bunker Recommendation R-1.1 
Jan 1979 . Develop a picnic and scenic overlook site on Glendale Bench a?d provide 

convenient public vehicle access to the site (see location below). The 
features which should be interpreted at the site include the massive, 
colorful Elkhart Cliffs, Sevicr Fault, and the archaeological history of 
Glendale Bench. The site development should be completed witbin 7 
years, and should follow completion of an activity plan. The activity 
plan would include provisions for protection of other resource values 
which could be adversely affected by heavier recreational use. The 
actual overlook site of approximately 10 acres should b'e withdrawn from 
mineral entry, and mineral leasiqg prohibit~ed to insure long-term 
protecti.on of developed facilities., Livestock'would be excluded on less 
than 5 acres. 

Site Development 
Facilities. Five picnic tables, .25-mile hiking loop, overlook 

interpretive signs, toilets. 
Location. Stir% NE& NH% Sec. 27, T41S, R7W. 
Al-lotments 

Developed Site. Rocking Chair, 4100. 
Needed Access. Rocking Chair, 4100 

Red Hollow 4097 
Glendale Bench 4051 
SteliJart Creek 4152 

Support 

Recreation. Activity Plan, Preliminary'Site Plan, Interpretive 
Signing. 

Minerals. Minerals withdrawal. 
Operations. Facility planning and construction. 

Rationale. The Glendale Bench site provides one of the best scenic 
overlooks in the region with impressive sandstone cliffs and a wide 
panorama of more distant spectacular landforms. Good opportunities 
exist for interpretation of geologic features, such as the Eikhart 
Cliffs, the Sevier Fault, and the archaeological history of Glendale 
Bench. 

This area gets some public use at present, even though visitors must go 
over rough roads and past several "no trespassing" signs on private 
land. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1073) 



Interactions. See attached. 
w 1'9 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP I recommendation. (Interactions previously 
stated). 

Alternative 2. Construct Glendale Bench scenic overlook as proposed 
with the following exception: 

1. Allow mineral leasing of the 10 acre developed site with the 
"no surface occupancy" stipulation (withdraw the 10 acre developed- site 
from mineral entry (locatable minerals) as proposed). 

Teaa Interactions. Same as for R-l.1 except: 
Jan 1979 

f. Minor restrictions on mineral exploration. 
2. Possible future degradation of recreational values by mineral 

exploration activities. 

. 

A7ternative 3. Construct Glendale bench scenic overlook as proposed 
with no restrictions- on mineral exploration and development. 

Team Interactions. 
Jan 1979 

1. Possible future degradation of recreational values by mineral 
exploration activities. 

Alternative*4. Reject R-l.1 

Tt Interactions. The purpose and objectives of development as listed in R- 
Jan 1979 1.1 would not be met. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 
Feb 1979 
Fagan Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
June 1979 
Jensen Decision. Reject the recommendation. 
Jan 1981 

Rationale. There is no present need for this site. If and when the 
demand increases, development may be considered. However, site protec- 
tion can be achieved through stipulations to mining plans and mineral 
leases. The area would be open to livestock grazing until development 
is completed. 

. 



UNITEDSTATES 
, 

DEPARTXENT OF TIfE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND ?JANrlCEUENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMiYr’ORK PLAN 
RECOhfMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. m,()n 

Overlay Reference . 

Step 1 step 3 

Bunker Recommendation R-1.2 
Jan 1979 

Develop a small parking area at the base of Bald Knoll and an inter- 
pretive trail up the cinder cone to the 140-foot deep crater on top. 
Nithdrsw the cinder cone from mineral entry or from mineral leasing 
(approxirnatsl y 120 acres in SVz Sec. 15 and ;\rWk Sec. 22, 140s R59). 

Livestock would not be excluded. 

Al 1 otrnent. Bald Knoll. 

Rationale. Bald Knoll is the best geologic example of a "textbook" 
well-formed volcanic cinder cone-within 70 miles; It generates some 
sightseeing interest at present even though the cone is in a fairly 
remote area and is difficult to find if you don't know the local road 
system. Simple placement of several directional road signs would 
probably double visitor use. 

Cinder cones in the region are typically scarred by cinder mining activ- 
ity; however, Bald Knoll has escaped such degradation by the fact that 
it is somewhat remote. Bald Knoll is also in an area of known coal 

' deposits. Although proposed strip mining activities should not directly 
affect the cone, facilities associated with coal mining may actually 
disturb the cone itself. Project planning should emphasize protection 
of Bald Knoll in its natural state. Site development should occur 
within 8 years. . 

Support 

Recreation. Management and preliminary site planning. 
Minerals. Minerals withdrawal work. 
Operations. Parking lot and foot trail. 

Team Interactions. See attached. 
Jan 1979 

. Alternative 1. Accept MFP I recommendatjon. r I 

Alternative 2. Develop the Bald Knoll interpretive trail as proposed 
with the follo$;ing exceptions: 

1. Modify the R of W proposed in L-3.1 to insure that Bald Knoll 
will not be disturbed. 

2. Don't withdraw Bald Knoll from mineral entry (locatable minerals). 
3. Allow mineral leasing of the 120 acre site with the "no surface 

occupancy" stipulation (O&G), and with other stipulations as necessary 
to protect the cinder cone from possible surface disturbance (coal). 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
--- --___-___-.-_ 
lllr.~rrrcc~:rrwc tr,, rr-l’crscl Form 1600-21 (April 19753 
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Team Inte+23ctions. Same as -for R-l.2 except: 
Jan 1979 

1. Possible future degradation of recreational values on and in . 
the vicinity,of Bald Knoll due to minerals activity and R of W develop- 
ment. ,* 

2. Minor restrictions on mfheral exploration and development. 

Alternative 3. Develop the Bald Knoll interpreti;e trail as proposed 
with only a portion of the exceptions listed in Alternative 2. 

Team -_ Interactions. 
Jan 1979 

1. Greater possibility of future degradation of recreational 
values. 

2. Possible restrictions on minerals and right-of-way activity. 
i 

WI Alternative4. Reject R-l.2 

Team Jan 197;Jjnteractions The purpose and objectives of development as listed in R- 
1.2 would not be met. 

Team 
Feb 1979 

Fagan 
June 1979 
Jensen 
Jar! 1981 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 3; use proposal 1 and 3 
from Alternative 2. 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Reject the recommendation. 

Rationale. There is no present demand for this site. If and when the 
demand increases, development may be considered. Rowever, site protec- 
tion can be achieved through stipulations to mining plans and mineral 
leases. 

. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPART:JENT OF TllE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :~IrlNXG~?JENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
Recreation 

Overlay Reference 

RECOGMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Bunker Recom;!;nendation R-l.3 
Jan 1979 

Within 10 years or as soon as funding is made- available, professionally 
excavate, stabilize, and interpret the archaeological resources which 
occur on a 510-acre site on Glendale Bench. Interpretation should be 
directed toward the general public, and all sites protected and/or 
stabilized. The exca:/ation area should not be open to the public until 
the entire area has been surveyed and appropriate protection measures 
implemented. Developed sites should be withdrawn from mineral entry. 
Livestock exclusion may be necessary on the entire 510-acre area. 

Rationale. There are few onsite-archaeological sightseeing opportun- 
ities available to the general public within several hundred miles of 
Glendale Bench. This site is known to have several pithouses and two 
slab-lined subterranean structures. These types of features are easy 
for sightseers to relate to and, therefore, have good, easily-developed 
interpretive value. Little vandalism has occurred and the site is in 
fairly good condition from a scientific standpoint. Development as 
proposed would.compliment management of the nearby scenic overlook and 
picnic area proposed in R-1.1. The public access negotiation required 
in R-l.1 would also be required by this proposal since private lands 
must be crossed to reach Glendale Bench by vehicle. 

Allotment. Rocking Chair 4100. 

Support 

Recreation. Preliminary design and management plan. 
Operations. Trailhead and trail construction. 
Archaeology Site excavation/stabilization. 
Lands. Riaht-of-wav acquisition. 
Minerals. "Minerals"withdrawa1. 

Team Interactions. 
Jan 1979 

Alternative 1. 

See attached. 

Accept MFP 1 recommendation. 

Alternative 2. Develop the Glendale Bench Archaeological site as pro- 
posed with the following exceptions: 

as. Withdraw from mineral entry (locatable) only on the interpreted 
sites themselves. Exact acreage would be significantly less than the 
510 acres proposed but no exact figure can be given until the site is 
excavated. 

Note: Attach additional shrcts. if needed 
- - 

rllt.r~:rirc~lrrltt~ ,,,I ,‘*,‘C,S,* I 
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2. Allow mineral leasing of the 510 acre site with the "no surface 
0ccup;ncy" stipulation (O&G). 

Exclude livestock use on the interpreted sites themselves. 
Exact icreage would be less than 510 acres. 

:.?a<;1 Interactions. Same as for R-l.3 except: 
i3 1979 

1. Possible future degradation of recreational values on the 510 
acre area due to minerals activity and continued livestock grazing. 

Alternative 3. Develop the Glendale Bench Archaeological site as pro- 
posed with the following exceptions: 

1. Don't withdraw the area from mineral entry. Allow mineral 
leasing with the "no surface occupancy". 

2. Allow livestock grazing to continue on the entire area. 

Team Interactions 
Jan 1979 

1. Possible future damage of archaeological resources and inter- 
pretive developments due to minerals activity and livestock grazing. 

Alternative 4. Develop the Glendale Bench Archaeological site with some 
combination-of theexceptions listed in Alternative 2 and *3. 

.*. 

Team Interactions.'Possible degradation of recreational values but'less 
Ji ‘79 restrictions to other land uses. 

Alternative 5. Reject R-l.3 ' 

Team Interactions. The purpose and objectives of development as listed in R- 
Jan 1979 1.3 would not be met. 

Team Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 4; use proposal 1 and 3 
Feb 1979 from Alternative 2, and 1 from Alternative 3. 

Fagan Area.ManaQer's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 
June 1979 
Jensen Decision. Modify the Area Manager's multiple use recommendation by 
Jan 1981 protecting through stipulations in approval of mining plans and mineral 

leases. While the site can be interpreted and stabilized, if needed, 
excavation should be done by an academic or research institution. 

Rationale. Adequate protection can be provided through multiple use 
management. BLM is not funded for research type work for cultural 
resources. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANACI%ENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY GBJECTIVES 

Name (:Nl'Pj 

Zion 
Activity 

Recreation 
‘Objective Number 

R-2 

Bunker Objective R-Z. Assure continued use of roads and trails to public 
Swain lands. Acquiring or maintaining access is considered a support function 
Fagan to this objective. 
Jensen 
Dee 1978 Rationale. Public access to public land is being legally restricted in 

a number of olaces where orivate land must be crossed to reach public 
land. The following recommendations list the location, recreational 
resource values involved, and existing use problems. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-30 (Apri1.1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTNEXT OF TIiE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND RI.4NAGE?rlEXT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Bunker Recommendation R-2.1 
Jan 1979 - 

Assure continued use of roads and trai 
areas (in order of priority): 

1. Nortii Fork Virsin River. T39S 9\4 --7 ---- 
and T39S RlObi Sec. 36 (in west Zion un 

1s to public land in the following 

sec. 34, \I%; 
it). 

Sec. 32, S!c. 33, 

Rationale. Public access to the upper end of the North Fork Virgin 
River Trail (Virgin Narrows Trail) traverses about 3 ziles of private 
property. The approximately 2,000 or so people who hike the NarropIs 
each year drive to the private land involved and hike through the ranch 
or continue driving through part of the ranch itself before parking and 
continuing to the Narrows on foot. The private landowners have gener- 
ously allowed free public access to continue, but have had problems with 
hikers scaring livestock and vehicles tearing up their road. Zion 
National,?ark holds no agreement with the landowners guaranteeing free 
public access and little direction is apparent on the ground other than 
that given by 'the river itself. It would. be to the benefit of the 
landowners and long-term benefit of,the public to develop a trailhead 
parking area, and a trail which stays away from ranch buildings, facil- 
ities, or fragil e areas such as wet pastures and irrigation ditches. 
Hikers would be returned to the natural trail, the river channel itself, . 
after private interests had been avoided. Another option available to 
the landowners and the Bureau would be.to stabilize and maintain the 
existing road through the ranch and provide a trailhead further donn- 
stream on private land. This would. save several miles of hiking. 
Officials at Zion National Park have indicated that this private land 
would pose future access problems if the landowners decided to close 
their land, or if the land were sold to less tolerant people. 

The question regarding which agency has a problem (BLM or NPS) is bound 
to arise. The critical access involves private and BLM lands, but the . 
primary feature attracting hikers is the Virgin Narrows within Zion 
National Park. From a public viewpoint, such a question is-not a,valid ' 
point for debate, especially since both agencies are within the same 
department, and both are entrusted with doing what is best for long-term 
public land uses. Furthermore, there are precedents where the Bureau 
has developed and is maintaining access to lands managed by other agen- 
cies such as for State Game and Fish Departments and even for the U.S. 
Forest Service. Access should be negotiated within 5 years. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

ii~;s:rrtr~:itrtrs rm rcdv-r.st*! 
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Allotments. North Fork 4109 
Hog Heaven 4154. 
4104 Table Mountain 

Support. Further coordination with Zion National Park. 
Recreation. Coordination, management plan, preliminary design, 
Lands. Right-of-way acquisition. 
Operations. Construction and maintenance if needed access negotia- 

tions. 

2. Orderville Gulch. T40S R9W Sec. 16. 

Rationale. Public hiking access through Orderville Gulch into Zion 
National Park reqtlires crossing about 1.4 miles of private land. At 
present, only a few hundred people make this hike each year, but natural 
and scenic values are outstanding. .The access route across private land 
follows the bottom of Orderville Gulch and is only accessible by foot 
due to rugged terrain and absence of roads. 'Although access across 
private land is not restricted at present, long-term availability of 
free public access can only be insured through acquisition of a legal 
right-of-way, or through outright purchase of a suitable corridor. 

Zion National Park has no access agreements with the landowners involved 
and officials there have expressed concern over possible loss of access 
through Orderville Gulch. The question of which agency has a problem, 
BLM or NPS, has been previously discussed under “North Fork Virgin 
River“. Access should be negotiated within 7 years. 

Allotments. Neut's Canyon 
Orderville Gulch 4090 
Zion Park 4159 

Support. Coordination with Zion National Park. 
Recreation. Coordination, management plan, prel 
Lands. Right-of-way acquisition. 
Operations. .Trailhead parking area construction 

negotiations. 

iminary des ign. 

if needed, access 

3. Cogswell Point. T39S R9W Sec. 28; Sec. 29; Sec. 30; 

Rationale. Public vehicle access into the upper Deep Creek area is 
presently restricted by a locked gate where the Hog Heaven road crosses 
private land (about 1 mile u hill from the North Fork of the Virgin 
Riveron the Hog Heaven road P . This road once provided access to over 
7,000 acres of public land along the impressive Deep Creek Canyon which 
flows into adjacent Zion National Park; therefore, hiking access is also 
being blocked into Zion National Park. Deep Creek has relatively high 
stream fishing, hiking, scenic, hunting, and natural values. The longer 
this....road remains closed, the more difficult it will be to acquire legal 
public.access across the scattered segments of private land which the 

.'-:. road crosses. Access should be negotiated within 8 years. . '., 



learn 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Allotments. North Fork 4109 
Cove Creek 4092. 
Hog Heaven 4154 

Support 
Lands. Right-of-way acquisition. 
Operations. Possible road maintenance at critical areas., access 

negotiations. 

4. Branch of Cogswell Point Road. T39S R9W Sec. 27. 

Rationale. A branch of the Hog Heaven road (the road into upper Deep 
-heading north off the main road has a locked gate on public land. 
Although such a gat e is illegal and removal would be an administrative 
action, there is some -pu'blic land beyond that point to which access is 
blocked by private land. This public land has good quality hunting and 
scenic values. Access should be negotiated within 9 years. 

Allotments. Table Mountain 4104 
Cove Creek 4092 

Support 

Lands. Right-of-way acquisition. 
Operations. Possible road maintenance at critical areas, access 

negotiations. 

Interactions. See attached. 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP 1 recommendation. 

Alternative 2. Don't acquire legal qccess on the existing roads and 
trails as proposed, reject R-2.1. 

Interactions 

1. Continued restriction and potential increase in restriction of 
public access to public lands. 

Alternative 3. Acquire legal access only on the roads and trails which 
are'most in demand for public access according to the following priority 
lists: 

1. North Fork Virgin River'. ': : 
2. Orderville Gulch 
3. Cogswell Point Road 
4. Branch of Cogswell Point Road 

Interactions. Same as for R-2.1 except that public access would con- 
tinue to be restricted in areas where access is not acquired. 

.c -, 



I<..- Multiple Use Recormrlendation. Accept Alternative 3, 
19 

Area Vanager's blultiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. .- 
?gne‘1979 
Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
An f%l 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTblENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND bIANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

= 

Name IdlFPi 

Zion 
Activity 

Recreation 
Objective Number 

R-3 

Bunker Objective. Enhance opportunities for off-road vehicle use on public 
Swain lands in the Zion Planning Unit. 
Fagan 
Jensen Rationale. Executive Order 11644 indicates that controlled use of off- 
Dee 1978 road vehicles on public lands is a legitimate recreational pursuit and 

directs that areas and trails be designated where off-road vehicle 
recreational uses can occur, based on needs for protection of resources, 
promotion of safety of users, and minimization of conflicts among users 
of public lands. The objective is consistent with Bureau of Land Uanage- 
ment policy (1603.12C3) of providing for a variety of recreation uses, 
meeting public needs, and maintaining a quality environment. 

------ 
,fnsrrucfions on reverse) Form 1600-30 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTXENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :JrWAG~MENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOh!h:ENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

I Name CAlFPI 

Zion 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

Bunker Recommendation R-3.1 
Jan I979 

Designate all public land as open to unrestricted vehicle use. 

Rationale. Instruction Flem UT 78-234 outlines the procedure the Bureau 
will use to designate all public lands as open, closed, or restricted 
for ORV uses. Authority and direction for classifying all public lands 
colnes from EO 11644 and EO 11989. Since physical hazards are not a 
problem to existing patterns of ORV use , no hazard reduction or identifi- 
cation measures are proposed. 

Restrictions that could be placed on ORV activities through the FIFP 
process should result in guides to classification of lands as either 
open to unlimited use, closed to all ORV use, or restricted in various 
ways such as limiting vehicle travel to specific trails or only allowing 
use at certain times of the year. The primary emphasis of the ORV 
advocates position during conflict resolution would be to maintain 
unrestricted use first in Class B areas and secondary emphasis on Class 
C areas (there are no A quality areas). 

Implementation of an ORV management plan should occur immediately follow- 
ing completion of the Zion MFP. 

The stages which would be followed are: 

1. Identification of critical/fragile areas (from URA, MFP 1 and 
Interactions). Hanagement Decisions (MFP 2). 

32: 
Completion of ORV implementation plan. 
Completion of environmental assessment. 

4. Completion of cultural resource compliance. 
5. Completion of minimal signing/posting of area. 

76: 
Completion of maps/brochures. 
Formal designation (publication.in Federal Register and news release). 

Team Interactions. See attached.. , 
Jan 1979 

Alternative 1. Accept MFP 1 recommendation. 

Alternative 2. Close all lands to ORV use; maintained roads would 
remain open, ways would be closed. 

1. Some restriction to mineral exploration activities. 
2. More restrictive stipulations on lands actions requiring 

vehicle access off of existing maintained roads. 
3. Improved watershed conditions but restrictions to use of 

vehicles involved in proposed land treatments. 
4. Improved wildlife habitat and reduced potential for distur- 

bance. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

~luslrrrc~tltwt~ ,a,, r‘*,.Frs,‘J Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Team 
Jim 1979 

TF 
iIt 79 

Team 
Feb 1979 
Fagan 
thle 1979 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

5. Improved range conditions but restrictions to use of vehicles 
involved in proposed land treatments and to access by livestock opera- 
tors. 

6. Reduced accessability to much of the public land for many 
- recreational activities where vehicles are presently used such as hunt- 

ing, ORV driving, rock hounding, etc. 
7. Improved natural values that would enhance recreational activi- 

ties such as I,uildlife observation, hiking, nature appreciation, and 
increased opportunities for solitude. 

8. Improved quality of visual resources. 

Alternative 3. Restrict vehicles to existing roads and ways only. 

Interactions. Similar to those listed under alternative 1 with both 
positive and negative interactions being reduced somewhat. 

Alternative 4. Leave all'lands open to ORV use except: 

1. Restrict vehicles to existing roads and ways on 22,000 acres 
identified as frail watershed. 

2. Restrict vehicles to existing roads and ways on all identified 
riparian areas. 

3. Prohibit vehicle use for 2 years on proposed range, watershed, 
or wildlife land treatments. Allow vehicle access only on existing 
roads and ways during the 2 year period. 

Interactions 

1. Firewood collection on chainings would be greatly limited for 2 
years following such land treatments. 

2. In VRM Class II areas interactions would be similar to those 
listed under Alternative 2. 

3. Significant conflicts with other land uses would be minimal. 

Alternative 5. Reject R-3.1. This is not a realistic alternative since 
ORV management must be addressed in the planning system. One alter- 
native or a combination of alternatives must be chosen to direct impli- 
mentation of a legislatively required.ORV management program. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 4. 

Area Manager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation 
with the exception that riparian areas will be closed+to ORV use.only 
after they are fenced to exclude livestock. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 



. 
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HFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation R-1.2. Bald Knoll interpretive development, trafl 120 acres mineral withdrawal. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Ellmfnate 

Rate 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interactfon, How Eluch, and Where Compromise Rfxommendation 

URA Values - Recreation, Visual +Improvement in recreational use opportunities. 
Better long-term protection of natural scenic 

,quality of Bald Knoll. 

H- 1A -Recreation proposes to withdraw 120 acres from 
entry under the mining laws. This would preclude 
location of.mining claims and exploration for and 
possible development of locatable minerals. 

n-2c -Recreation proposes to preclude leasing on 120 
acres. This would prohibit the exploration for 
possible oil and gas deposits 

H-l. 1 

L-3.1 

-Recreation proposes to preclude leasing on 120 
acres. This would prohibit underground coal 
mining on 120 acres. 

-The right-of-way contemplated by L-3.1 could be Yes - 
interfered with by a special geologfc/secnic area, 

Stipulations can be imposed 

protected as Bald Knoll would be by Rec.-l.2 
on any righl-of-way to avoid problems 
with such an area. 

1. 40 s., R. 5 W., Sets. 15 & 20 (Bald Knoll). 

No 

Yes the area is small 
enough to allow leasing with 
a llno surface occupancy" 
stipulation which would allow 
exploration but stiil protect 
the surface. 

Yes 

Maybe, because this is a small area 
of underground coal mining, it 
probably could be leased and mined 
without d.]m;rye to the surface with 
proper mining techniques. 

Yes 

Yes. 

No 



k!FP Interaction 

Activity and Recotwnendation R-1.3. Interpert, stabflize, excavate 510 acre Glendale Bench archaeologic site. and get legal access, possible mlneral with- 
drawal on 510 acres or less. and livestock exclusion on 510 acres or less. 

Possible to 
Kouid Accepting Conflicting 

Recorlrcndation Eliminate 
Date & Resource Interactions What Is the All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. He's. Interaction, How t!uch, and Where 

Modify Without 
Compromise Rcco~cndation 

R-l.1 *complimentary management, development, access 
creating a broader recreational attraction on 
Glendale Bench, 

R-3.1 

H-1A 

H-2-C 

RM-1.2 

Rn-2.8 

-0RV restrictfons are probable on up to 510 
acres. 

-Recreation proposes to withdraw any "developed" 
archactiogical sites from mineral entry under 
the mining laws. Total maximum area would be 
510 acres. This would preclude location of 
mining claims and exploration for and possible 
development of locatable minerals. 

-Recreation proposes to preclude leasing on any 
"developed" archaeological sites. Tot4 maximum 
area would be 510 acres. This would preclude explor- 
ation for possible oil and gas deposits. 

-Recreation recommendation may exclude livestock 
grazing on 510 acres on an undetermined site on 
the Rocking Chair allotment for an archaeological 
site protection. Implications to livestock of such 
an exclusion will be unkncwn until the location of 
archaeological site is determined. 

-Recreation recotmnendatton may exclude livestock 
grazing on 510 acres on an undetermindcd site on the 
Rocking Chair allotment for an archaeological site 
protection. Implications to livestock of such an 
exclusion will be unknown until the location of the 
area is known. 

No YI?s 

Yes, archaeologtcal clearance Yes 
and protection is required on 
all oil and gas leases no surface 
activitcs can take place on a 
lease vlthout archaeological 
protection. 

No Part 

NO Part 



MFP Interaction 

Activity and Recommendation R-2.1. 
Gulch - mostly trailhiking access. 

Acquire legal access tn the Hog Heaven area: (1) North Fork Virgin River - mostly trail hfktng access. 
(3) Cogswell Point (road into Hog Heaven) + branch of Cogswell Point road. 

(2) Orderville 

Would Accepting Conflicting 

Date 6 Resource Interactions 
Possible to 

What is the 
Recommendation Eliminate 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where 
Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Compromise R~~ommt~nrlstion - 

R-3.1 +Better vehicle access into Hog Heaven area. 

URA Values - Recreation +Better public land usabiiity for all activities. 

,I,, I, I, /I 8, I,, ,I ,,1 I,, /II 8, ,/ 
8, ,, 8% 



t 

i I 

Glendale Bench Scenic Overlook 

R-1.2 
Bald Knoll Interpretive Dev. 

R-l.3 
Glendale Bench Arch. Site Int. 

R-2.1 

URA Values - Recreation 

URA Values - Scenic Quality 

VR-1.3 
Close unnecessary roads 

u-1.1 
Present Situation 
Frail Uatershed 

site 10 acres. 

-Restriction of ORVs on 120 acres. 

-Probable closure of 510 acres to ORV use. 

+Retter vehcile access into liog Heaven area. 
Acquire legal access in the Hog Heaven area. 

-Wildlife and primitive/natural values would 
continue to be degraded by the physical 
disturbance, noise, presence, etc. of vehicles. 

-Creation of unnatural visual intrusions by 
continued use of old trails and development 
of new trails will further degrade scenic quality. 

-R-1.3 would result in continued use of existing 
trails and creation of new trails. 

-R-3.1 recommends designating all public lands in 
the planning unit open to unrestricted vehicle use 
(ORV) which would be especially detrimental to 
all 22,070 acres of frail soils in the planning unit. 
Erosion could be accelerated on all of these highly 
erosive soils. 

Partial 

MFP Interaction 

Activity and Reconvnendation R-3.1. Leave all lands open to ORVs. 

I Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Oate b Resource Interactions What is the 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where 

Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Compromise Recommendation 

R-l.1 1 -Probable restriction of ORVs at the developed 

w-1.2 

w-1.3 

-The recommendation to open the entire planning unit 
to ORVs would interfere with W-l.2 recommendation to 
improve c0ve.r and reduce soil loss on the presently 
heavily utilized areas (16 allotments, 6,957 acres). 

-The recommendation to open the entire planning unit 
to ORVs would conflict with the W-l.3 recommendation 
to reduce soil loss through land treatment if ORV 
use is allowed on these areas: 

Allol.m!nts Acreage -- 

4012 Buck Knoll 205 
4062 Isolated Tracts 150 
4120 Swallow Park 670 --- 

1,025 



HFP Interaction 

Actfvity and Reconendatfon R-1.1. Glendale Bench Scenic Overlook Oevelopment. 
exclusion and .obtafn legal access. 

10 acres of mineral withdrawal, ORV restrictions, 5 acres livestock 

, 
Would Accepting Conflicting 

Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 
Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the 
Surname and Rec. 110's. 

Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Interaction, How Much. and Where Compromise f1ccc~mmendation 

R-3.1 

H-l.A 

H-2C 

R-l.3 +Complimentary management - Oevelopment, 
access creating a broader recreational 
attraction on Glendale Bench. 

-0RV Restriction on about 10 acres 
+Detter access into the Glendale Oench Area 

-Recreation proposes to withdraw 10 acres 
from entry under the mining laws. This would 
preclude location of mining claims and exploration 
for and possibly development of locatable minerals 
on 10 acres. 

-Recreation Proposes to preclude leas(ng on IO acres 
this would prohibit the exploration for possible oil 
and gas deposits. 

Lands Rec. +The road access acquisition called for in Rec. 1.1 
supports the access need covered In Lands UAA 3 & 4. 

No Yes 

Yes, the area is small enough Yes 
to allow leasing with a "no 
surface occupancy' stipulation 
which would allow exploration 
but still protect the surface. 



Concluded 

, 
Possible to 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Peconrondation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. He's. Interaction. How Much. and Where Compromise _ Rccor~~ndation --- 

w-1.4 

w-2.1 

-The reconullendation to open the entire planning unit 
to ORVs would conflict with objective of W-l.4 to 
improve erosion condition in badly eroded stream channels 
by treatments. See Overlay 1, VFP 1, Watershed. 

-The recoa~mandation to open the entire planning unit 
to ORVs would conflict with W-2.1 recommendation to reduce 
flood runoff and erosion from 1,140 acres in the Zion 
allotment by land treatments. 

WL-3.1 -Riparian vegetation would be damaged if ORVs are 
allowed to use drainages listed in table 4 Eli7 1. 
and desired vegetative composition may not be 
obtained. ORV impacts could vary from negligable to 
entire hahitat destruction. 

WL present situation 

RM-1.2 

X;ltical deer winter range could be damaged by 

-Recreation recommends opending all public lands in 
the Unit to unrestricted ON use. This would conflict 
with an undetermined number of acres and /'Ms., if done 
in the interim, because of forage that would he destroyed 
or disturbed. 

NO 

NO 

RM-2.6 

Lands 

F-l.1 6 F-1.2 

. 

-Recreation recommends opening all public lands in unit NO 
to unrestricted ORV USC. This would conflict with an 
undetermined number of acres and reduce AUMs because of forage 
that would be destroyed or disturbed. 

+The road access acquisition called for in Rec.-3.1 supports 
the access need covered in Lands URA 3 & 4. 

(t) Designation of harvest areas as open to ORV's 
would be a prerequisite to implementing F-l.1 
An adequate road and trail network is presently 
not available in these areas and new access construction 
would he economically prohibltivc. Level terrain 
in these areas is conducive to off road travel, and 
product removal could best be accomplished using 
vehicular transport. 

Ho , 

Part 

Part 



UNITED STATES 1 Name f.llFPi 

DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND WANAGEMENT 

Zion 
Activity 

Visual Resources 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

Bunker Objective. Maintain or improve where possible the quality of visual 
Swain resources in the Zion Planning Unit. 
Fagan 
Jensen Rationale. PoliLy of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM Manual 6300.06) 
Dea 1978 states that the Bureau will: plan, design, and implement its resource 

management activities in a manner which will minimize adverse impacts on 
the visual resource and provide all Bureau activities with guidance to 
minimize adverse impacts on the visual resources. 

Visual resources are an important resource in the Zion Planning Unit. 
About one million people travel U.S. 89 through the unit each year and 
nearly half a million travel Utah State Highway 15 into Zion National 
Park. About half the highway travelers in southern Utah are on recrea- 
tion oriented trips. Despite the fact that the destinations of most 
tourists are not on BLM lands, the overall impression of southern Utah 
is gained from lands of all ownership which in this region are primarily 
BLM administered.. Scenic quality on BLM lands should be maintained to 
enhance the overall experience of the traveler. 

Although travelers on U.S. 89 and Utah State 15 account for most visitor 
use in the unit, visual resources are important to a growing number of 
visitors who are not simply passing through, but who are engaged in 
various activities on public lands in the unit. Probably the most 
sensitive area outside of the highway corridor is the hiking route to 
the Virgin Narrows in Zion National Park. 

There are also economic reasons for maintaining or improving scenic 
resources which attract all types of recreationists. According to the 
PAA, business derived from tourists is extremely important to the eco- 

. nomy of Kane County. About 12 to 18 percent of total personal income in 
southwestern Utah is generated from local expenditures of tourists. In 
comparison about 7 percent of personal income is derived from farming, 
according to the SEP. 

Visual resources are related to every type of recreational and sight- 
seeing activity. The maintenance of a good quality visual resource is 
critical to environmental quality in the region. 

_----- 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 160040 (April 197.5) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIlE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :rlANACEblENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION . 

Name 1.U P f’) 

Zion 
Activity 

Visual Resources 
Overlay Reference 

step I Step 3 

Bunker Recommendation K-1.1. Assign the VRM classes indicated on Zion VRM 
Jan 1979 HFP Step 1 Overlay. Allow modifications in the basic elements of the 

landscape only if they meet visual resource management class standards. 
Each visual resource management class describes a different degree of 
modification allowed in the basic elements of the landscape. Visual 
contrast ratings (3l$l Planual 6320) will be used to determine whether 
proposed modifications can meet visual resource management class cri- 
teria. Proposals which cannot meet VRM class standards must be either 
not allowed or redesigned in order to meet the accepted standards. 
Table 1 shows VRM class criteria, acreages in each class, and allotments 
affected. The Visual Resources MFP 1 Overlay shows the VR!4 classifi- 
cations which have resulted from,use of procedures in BLM Planual 6320. 
It should be noted that the original regional coal contract was in- 
correct in the area south at Rainbow Point in Bryce Canyon Xational 
Park. This is a Class II area. 

Rationale. Visual Resource i4anagement classes are determined using 
criteria found in BLFI llanual 6320. The steps which are followed in 
arriving at management classes are: scenic quality evaluation, visual 
zone evaluation, and visual sensitivity evaluation. 

The scenic quality evaluation and potential for enhancing scenery are 
documented in URA, along with an identification of intrusions and oppor- 
tunities to correct the visual problems associated with intrusions. The 
visual zones and visual sensitivity evaluations are functions of the 
social and cultural situation and, as such, are documented in the PAA. 
These three factors are combined, using established criteria, to form 
the classes which are based not only on scenery, but also on their 
visibility to the public and their sensitivity to the public. Rationale 
for maintaining a high quality landscape is included in the rationale 
for objective VR-1. 

Team Interactions. See attached. 
Jan 1979 

Alternatives (Nonapplicable). The VRM system is a legally tested system- , 
atic method for developing visual resource management objectives. An 
area which is determined to be VRM Class II is a Class II area, just as 
a range type is a range type, or a wildlife habitat area is a wildlife 
habitat area; there is no management decision to be made as to whether 
or not an area is VRM Class II or not. The management decision is 
whether or not to allow projects which would violate VRM objectives. 
The interactions above indicate that if proposed range, watershed, or 
wildlife land treatments are not carefully designed and strictly managed 
after completion,. there would would be numerous violations of VRM objec- 
tives. Similarly coal development should be restricted as necessary to 

Note: Attach additional rhcets. if needed 

cl,r..:w(.f~,rt~~ ou rc,~erz’cJ Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



insure compliance with VRM objectives. However, strip mining would 
violate even VR8 Class IV objectives until successful rehabilitation 
occurs. ., 

If a future management decision:g*oes.against VRM objectives, the VRM 
system provides a quantified index of the significance of visual impact 
(as required by NEPA) which would be included in each projects required 
Environmental Analysis or Environmental Statement. 

T53n Multiple Use Recommendation. Meet VRM objectives. 
':& p-gg -~ 

:',;pn Area Hanaqer's Clultiple Use Recommendation. Consider VRM objectives in 
&me 1979 all projects or actions that would affect VRN classes. Prior to imple- 

menting any project, perform a detailed onsite analysis of the impacts 
on VRM. 

There will be cases where the benefits of a particular project outweigh 
the benefits of retaining the objectives of a VRM class. 

Jensen Decision. Accept Area Manager's multiple use recommendation. 
&an 1981 



6 I 
WITED STATES 

DEPARTYEW OF THE INTERIOR 
GL’RE.\i: OF LAND !JXSAGEMENT 

f NZUllc? ' \li.i'! 

I Activitv 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWRK PLAN 
RECO&!VE?dOATiON-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

-------- 

Visual Resources 
Overlay Kefcrunce 
Step 1 Stt*p .I 

- 

5unker 
Jan 1079 a 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Jan 1979 

Team 
Feb 1979 
Fagan 
June 1979 
Jensen 
Jan 1981 

,RecoozfGation !/R-1.2. Rehabilitate visual intrusions in the Zion Unit. 
Table 2 &scribes the intrusion, location, and necessary actions involved 
in rhis recor:ir;lendation. 

Rationale. There are a number of intrusions in the Zion Unit which 
detract fro4 scenic quality. It is technically and economically feasi- 
ble to rehdbilitdte these intrusions and consequently improve the qua- 
lity of scenery in the unit. 

The importance of maintaining high quality visual resources is cited in 
detail in the previous recommendation (Visual Resources R-1.1). That 
rationale is relevant to this recommendation, also. 

Interactions. See attached. 

Recommendation VR-1.2 

Alternative 1. Accept HFP 1 recommendation. 

Alternative 2. Eliminate visual intrusions as proposed with the follow- 
ing exceptions: 

i. Don't close the'gravel pit (site No. 3). Allow the existing 
material sale contract to continue. Rehabilitation of surface scars 
would be accomplished under the contract when the gravel pit is mined ,' 
out. 

2. Don't close the gravel pit (site No. 5). Allow the county to 
continue its free use permit until the pit is mined out, at which time 
.rehabilitation work would take place. 

Interactions. Similar to VR-1.2 except that the gravel pits would 
continue as visual intrusions for a longer length of.time. 

Alternative 3. Reject VR-1.2 

Interactions. The purpose and objectives of development as listed in 
VR-1.2 would not be met. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 

Area Hanager's Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept team recommendation. 

Decision. Accept multiple use recommendation. 

Novc 
-.. 

r\tt:lch additional sheets if needed -. _-...--. ::- ;-_---_;- A-----.- - -_-T-e.-- 
. ’ , “..P.. ..‘? I,‘, ,.,,(‘, 

--. - 
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TABLE 1 

Visual Resources Management Classes 
Zion Planning Unit 

, 
Allotment 

Management Class Criteria Acres NO. 

Grazing 
Allotments - 

Class I - This class provides for natural 
ecological changes only. It applies to 
existing designated primitive or natural 
areas. It precludes any kind of activity 
which would make more than a subtle visual 
change. 

Class II - The BLM Manual (6310) states 
that changes in the basic elements of 
form, line, color, or texture caused by a 
management activity should not be evident 
in the basic landscape. This could limit 
many kinds of management activities such as 
chainings, roads, fencelines, or pipelines. 
These kinds of activities are excluded unless 
they can be located or designed where their 
visual effect is not evident in the basic 
landscape. 

a Only part of the allotment is affected. (continued) 

0 

73,600 4008 
4015 
4018 
4092 
4156 
4027 
4030 
4036 
4150 
4041 
4047 
4098 
4154 
4101 
4157 
4121 
4082 
4087 
4090 
4100 

Black Rocka 
Burnt Cedar ,Pointa 
Calf Pastut;e 
Cave Creek 
Cogswell Pointa 
Cottonwood SNringsa 
Deer Spring3 
Elbow Falls 
Elephant Cldffsa 
First Point 
Ford I!clla 
Gordon Pointa 
Hog Heavena 
Lower Herda 
Lower Nort Fork 
t4ark Point 9 

Hill Creeka 
Neuts Canyona 
Orderville Gu ch 
Rocking Chair a 



Table 1 (continued) 

Kanagement Class Criteria 

Class II (continued) 

Acres 
Allotment 

NO. 

Grazing 
Allotments _ 

4120 
4104 
4124 
4138 
4159 

Swallow Parka 
Table Mountaina 
Timbsr F?ountaina 
Zion 
Zion Park 

Class III - Changes caused by a management 
activity may be evident in the landscape. 
However, the changes could remain sub- 
ordinate to the visual strengths of the 
existing landscape character. This means 
that most kinds of activities can be 
allowed if they can be located and designed 
so as not to be a dominating factor in the 
landscape. 

! 
Class IV - Changes in the landscape. 
character can be made but they must be 
designed to reflect what could be a natural 
occurrance. 

. 

a Only part of the allotment 'is affected. 

413a 
4016 
4025 
4030 
4034 
4049 
4077 
4010 
4081 
4082 
4113 
4119 
4120 

4002 
4004 
4139 
4007 
4008 
4012 
4015 
4016 
4018 
4092 

Ben Hollowa 
Burnt Flat? 
Coop Creeka 
Deer Springsa 
Dry Nasha 
Gardner Hollowa 
Lydia" 
Lydia's Canyoia 
Meadow CanJon 
Rill Creek 
Spencer Gcncha 
Swains Creeka 
Swallow Parka 

Alton 
Bald Knoll 
Ben Hollowa 
Black Noun ii ain 
Black Rock 
Buck Knoll 
Burnt Cedat; Pointa 
Burnt Flat 
Calf Pasturea 
Cave Creeka 

(continued) 



Table 1 (continued) 

Management Class Criteria 

Class IV (continued) 

a Only part of the allotment is affected. 

Acres 
Allotment 

No. 

4024 
4156 
4025 
4027 
4-029 
4030 
4034 
4.032 
4.036 
4037 
4150 4041 

4045 
4047 
4048 
4049 
4051 
4098 
4155 
4154 
4062 
4070 4101 

4077 
4010 
4121 
4081 
4082 
4087 
4109 

-razing 
Allotments 

Coal Mine 
Cogswell P$inta 
Coop Creek 
Cottonwood Springsa 
Cover 
Deer Springsa 
Dry Hasha 
Dump 
Elbow Fallsa 
Elbow Springs 
First Point Cliffsa Elephant 

Flume Hollow 
Ford l,!ell" 
Four Rile 
Gardner Hollowa 
Glendale Bengh 
Gordon Point 
Hay Canyon 
Ho!! Heaven" 
Isolated Tracts 
Lower Herd Likes Levangcr . 

Lydiaa 
Lydias Caqona 
Ilark. Point 
fleadow Can4;ona 
!lill Creek 
Neuts Canyona 
North Fork 

(continued) 



Table 1 (concluded) 

Management Class Criteria Acres 
Allotment 

No. 
Grazing 

Allotments 

Class IV (continued) 409 7 
4099 
4100 
4112 
4113 
4151 
4152 
4117 
4113 
4120 
4122 
4104 
4121 
4158 
4129 
4153 
4138 

Red Hollow 
Robinson Creek 
Rocking Chaira 
Sink Valley 
Spencer Gcncha 
Spring Hollow 
Stewart Creek 
Sugar Knolla 
Swains Creeka 
Swallow Parka . 
Syler Knoll 
Table Flountaina 
Timber Nountaina 
Upper North Fork 
Upper Place 
Uil lgw Creek 
Zion 

Class V - Change is needed in order to: 
rehabilitate an unacceptable condition 
and restore an area where visual quality 
is consistent with the surrounding landscape. 

0 

a Only part of the allotment is affected. . 



. . 

TABLE 2 

Visual Intrusion Mitigation 

Intrusion Grazing Necessary 
Number Priority Allotment Acres. 

Support 
Action Requirements 

2 4 Small part of Possible 100 Feather edges of 
Cottonwood 

Operations 
acres on public 

Springs, Black 
chaining, reduce slash, 

land. 
Range 

reseed. 
Mountain. 

3 2 Isolated’Tracts About 10 acres. Close and rehab borrow 
and Sink Valley 

Operations 
pit. 

4 3 Black Rock About 10 acres. Clean up test well Operations 
and paint toner 
struction to blend 
in natural landscape. 

5 1 Mark Point About 10 Acres. Close and rehab. borrow Operations 
pit. 

1 Private land, no action proposed on this gravel pit. 

:. 



HFP Interaction 

Actfvlty and Recommendatfon VR-I.;. 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date b Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

Recreation, Scenic Quality +Preservation of scenic quality as proposed 
would protect the highest quality and most 
sensiitive visual resources complimenting natural 
values, wildlffe values, tourism, etc. 

R-l.1 

R-l.2 

R-l.3 

VR-1.2 

VR-1.3 

WL-2.2 

w-2.2 

+Preservation and protection of scenic qualities 
featured at the overlook. 

+ Preservation and protection of scenic qualities 
featured at the cinder cone. 

+Preservation and protection of scenic qualities 
featured at the interpreted site. 

+Better scenic quatity for relatfve comparisons 
in scenic contrast rating. 

#ore natural landscape would develop over time 
resulting in better scenic qualfty. for relative 
comparison in scenic contrast rating. 

-Two proposed wildlife chainings - Mill Creek 
would have to be modified. Acres reduced: 
VAM Class II - 600 acres - Eli11 Cr. 1 
VRM Class 111 - 400 acres - Mill Cr. 2 

No 

-Visual resource recommendation would exclude No 
the construction of improvement necessary to 
make graziny systems operational. 
Mill Creek - 4 mile fence 
Timber Mountain - + mile fence 
Deer Spring - 3/4 mile fence 
Swallow Park - 2 miles pipeline 

The above recommendation will also limit land 
treatments which will make pasture used in the 
grazing system unbalanced. 
Allotment Acres AUMs -- Grazing System 

Mill Creek . 700 96 Rest Rotation 
Ford Well 390 38 Rest Rotation 
First Point 80 Rest Rotation 
Timber Mountain 590 :: Deferred Rotation 
Deer Spring L.E!? 140 Rest Rotation 

2,970 350 

Part 

Part 



Continued 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
. Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Date 6 Resource InteractIons What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 

Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

RM-2.5 -Visual resource recommends to'limit manasement NO Part 
activitlcs in Class II areas. These activities 
include fenceline, or pipelines. 

Mill Creek - )jmile fence 
limber Mountain - 4 mile fence 
Deer Spring - 3/4 mile fence pipeline 4 mile 
Swallow Park - 2 mile pipeline 

RJL-2.6 

RM-3.1 

w-1.4 

H-l.1 

-Visual resource recommends that land treatment be No 
excluded on Class I1 areas. 

Al.lotment Acres --- Land Treatment - &r& 

Mill Creek Burn,spray,seed 780 96 
Ford Well Burn,spray,seed 390 
First Point Burn.spray,secd :: 
Timber Ktn. Spray 5:: 74 
Deer Spring Burn,seed 1 130 

2,970 
140 
35u 

-Visual resources recommends land treatments (including 
burning) be excluded. By not allowing wildfire to burn 
on proposed burn areas the following acreage and AUMs 
would be effected. 

Allotment Acres Jl& 

Mill Creek 780 96 
Ford Well 390 38 
First Point 80 10 
limber Mountain 
Deer Spring 

74 
140 
3% 

-VR-1.1 restrictions on visual quality could place restrictions 
on or eliminate development of channel treatments in Class 
II areas. 

Allotment Stream Channel (miles1 

4120 Swallow Park Bull Rush Hollow (1.5) 

-Visual resodrce has identiffed Class II as an 
unsuitability criteria for coal development. 
Conflict areas are located in T. 39 S.. R. 4 W. 
below Rainbow Point involving about 6,000 acres 
of federal coal and along the western part of the 
unit along Zion N.P. involving about 9,000 acres 
of federal coal. 

Part 

Probably, because there are Probably see left 
areas of underground coal 
development, it will probably 
be possible to mine and not 
adverseley affect the scenic 
quality. Any minin9 plans 
would have to accommodate this 
visual plan. 

(continued) 
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Concluded 

Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Dete & Resource Interactions What Is the ' Modify Without All or Part of Your 
. Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much. and Where Compromise Recommendation 

H-1.2 

L-l.1 a & b 

l-l.2 a.6.c.d 

L-3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 

-Visual resource has identifled one Class II area 
in an area of possible surface coal development. 
Class II is an "unsuitability" criteria for coal 
development. Area of conflict is located in 
T. 40 S., R. 4% W., Sections 9, 16, 17. 

-The class IV VRM standard imposed by VRM 1.1 may 
impost constraints on the uses to which these RbPP 
leases may be put. 

-The class IV standard Imposed by VIIM1.l may impose 
constraints on the future development of the UlA 
disposals contemplated by L-1.2, a,b,c,d. 

-The VRM classes established by VRM 1.1 would place 
constraints on the visual impacts of future uses 
of the rights-of-way and utility corridors con- 
templated by these lands recommendations. 

Probably not, ft is unlikely Probably not see 
that surface mining could take left. 
place and still accomodate this 
visual class. 

yes - the leases can have stipula- No 
tions imposed which would make the 
uses conform to class IV. 

no - Clbese disposals would be Yes 
outright to private individuals 
and no controls could be imposed. 

' Yes - stipulations to conform to No 
VRM classes could be imposed 
on such permit type uses. 



.f . 

HFP Interaction 

Activity and Reconnrndatldn VR-1.2. Elimination of vtsual intrusions. 

, Would Accepting Conflicting 
Possible to Recommendation Eliminate 

Qate S Resource Interactions What is the Modify Without All or Part of Your 
Surname and Rec. No's. Interaction, How Much, and Where Compromise Recommendation 

VR-1.1 +Detter scenic quality for relative comparisons 
in contrast ratings. 

VR-1.3 +Unnecessary roads 'are a form of visual intrusion, 
closure would improve scenic quality. 

H-2.1 -Visual resources proposes to close and rehabili- No 
tate two gravel pits located in section 25, T. 40 5.. 
R. 6 (No. 3) and section 6 (no. 5) T. 41 5.. R. 44 
W. The site in section 25 is a BLM material sale 
contract site; the other site is used by the county 
periodically for free use. The pit in sectian 25 
would require concelling a valid right - it is unlikely 
that this could be legally done. Closiny of these pits 
before lhey are mined out in poor conservation practice 
and could result in having to open new pits in areas which 
are not now disturbed in order to provide material sales. 

R&1.2 +Visual resources recommendation to rehabilitate visual 
intrusions could increase 14 AUMs on 130 acres on the 
following allotments If done during tha interim. 

RH-2.8 

. 

Allotments Acres AUMs 

Cottonwood Spring * 50 
Black MounLain 50 : 
Isolated Tracts 1 
Sink Valley : 1 
Black Rock 10 1 
Mark Point 10 1 

130 E 

tVisua1 resources recommendation to rehabilitate visual 
intrusions would increase 14 AUMs on 130 acres. 

Allotments 

Cottonwood Spring 
Black Mountain 
Isolated Tracts 
Sink Valley 
Black Rock 
Mark Point 

Acres AUMs 

:I: : 
5 
5 : 

10 
: 

ix 

Yes 

, 

. . 



AU Xinc:s, inc. Mono Power Coqany 
11lkO C i'3; tt st~:cc‘t 2244 Walnut Grove i',ve. 
Denver', CO SO203 Roscmcnd, CA 31770 

Cnnso!idaLion Coal Cozipany 
GO~~ctTS Rll! ldi i?$ 

436 scvi-!l th .\ve. 
Ti tt::t.~zr~;:'7, i?,2 i 5219 

El Paso ~!*~Lur-c?I. c?.s co. 

F. 0. Cos I:;92 

El Paso, ‘IX :“9is 

George Frznlsen 
330 So:!t:l i?Gvqt ?,.:c:st _ . . i 
Panguitch, UT 64754 

Kew Xlbion Resources Co. 
P. 0. cos 16s 
San Diego, CA 92112 

Utah International,- Inc. 
550 California SLrcet 
San Frzncisco, Cl\ 35104 

S. H. Vest 
I'. 0. Box 165 
Pleasant Grove, UT S4062 

Caesar Fulton 

Charles Dcnton 
F. 0. 6~ 459 . 
Xl.- tcs i a , I.1.i 55210 
Z:;J GriiiJ - 

Ring Cznncl Coal Co. 
Rockvillc, UT' L) e/q 7 63 

h'evada Electric Investment Company 
P. 0. Box 230 
Las Vegas, xv 63102 

Peabody Coal Company 
301 Korth XcnorLnl 
St Louis, NO 63102 

Aaron H. and Peola H. 
Rasmussen 

Veyo Star Route 
Box SO 
Central, UT 64722 

Resources company 
P. 0. Box 20524 
Fhocnis, AZ 85036 

. . 

. 

. 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN ON KANAB/ESCALANTE ES AREA MFPs 

A;rr 2 
30 
Apr 27 

Public participation meetings with interest groups (listed below) to 
discuss how proposed NFP decisions will effect their activity. In 
discussing the grazing proposals from the MFP, a member of the ES team 
will be present to get scoping information for the upcoming ES. Scoping 
should establish what issues, management concerns, and resource develop- 
ment opportunities should be considered. Where Area Managers determine 
that issues and group composition warrants, one meeting may be held for 
two or three Arc-as at once. The comments from these meetings will be 
summarized in #writing and considered as part of the official public 
comrT:ent. Public comment will be accepted from the first interest group 
meeting through May 18 on the MFP and on scoping for the ES. Groups to 
be contacted and responsible individuals within the District are: 

Apr 2 
_ ; 

Ranchers: Specialist who developed the grazing 
system & AMs 

Mining: Bill Dalness 
Wildlife & Recreation: Steve Hedges & Paul Boos 
County & City Govern.: Area i!anagers 
ied. & State Agencies: District & Area Managers in joint meeting 

in Cedar City 

Federal Register notice announcing that we will be gathering scoping 
infomation for the Kanab/Escalante Grazing ES at Open Houses in Kanab 
on May 2, and in St. George and Escalante on May 3. A separate Federal 
Register notice filed by the State Office will announce that we will be 
reviewing the results of the Wilderness Review Initial Inventory at 
these same Open Houses. 

Apr 19 A full page advertisement in the Southern Utah News will announce a May 
2 Open House in Kanab. It will cover.the major issues addressed in the 
MFPs for that Area. The ad will state that this Open House will address 
the MFPs, the Kanab/Escalante Grazing ES and the results of the Nilder- 
ness Review Initial Inventory. A similar ad will-run-in the Garfi.eld 
County News for Escalante Open House on May 3. 'A news release in the 
Washington County News will contain the same basic information for the 
Open House in St. George for Dixie RA. A news release will be sent to 
Salt Lake City papers on the Salt Lake meeting. 

Apr 30 A public meeting will be held in Salt Lake on all five planning units in 
the ES area. The BLM will make a presentation on MFP recommendations, 
answer questions and accept public comment. BLM participants will be 
Morgan Jensen, Dennis Curtis, Jerry Meredith, Rich Fagan, Frank Rowley, 
Craig Zufelt, Bill Dalness, Paul Boos, Von Swain, and Bob Zundel. 



May 2 Open House in Kanab for Kanab RA to cover wilderness Inventory 
results, MFP decisions and scoping for the grazing ES. 

May 3 Open Houses in Escalante and St. George to cover \(!ilderness 
Inventory results, MFP decisions and scoping for the grazing 
ES. 

All Open Houses will run from 2:00 P.M. to 7:00 P.M. to allow 
maximum participation. More details on recommended format for 
Open Houses can be obtained from Jerry Meredith. 

May 18 End of public comment period on f?FP decisions and on scoping 
for the ES. All public comments on the Wilderness Inventory 
should be handled separately. Comments on this subject will 
be accepted until June 30. 

Note: All public meetings and meetings with interest groups should 
have summary notes kept as part of the public comment. Comments 
received in writing that deal with specific information, the 
commentor feels is important should be answered in writing. 

;’ 

’ 
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BUREAU OF LAND :.l$NAGEXl~NT 

Cedar City District Office 
1579 ilorth Xaiil Street 

P. 0. Box 724, Cedar City, Utah 84720 

April 6, 1979 

The Cedar City District, Gureau of Larid Kana$e?:ent is nearing 
conpl cticn of i.:~it~~~::7>il ", F~'2~:~!.:oi-k P~z:;s ~2 Fr.1:: i i:: 1 Z;TC!S in L:GS~ of 
Garf'ield arld i<enz Counties and o:! Canaan i.:ountain in Washington 
County. Fublic %eti JIc]S are scneduled dui-ing t!se we% of Apt-ii 30 
to present-and gather comzents on this planning. 

Prior to these Keetings \;, 10 have scheduled a session for State and 
Federal agencies that my be effected by o r interested in our actions'. 
Ke t:ould like to invite you or your representative to attend this 
meeting. It is scheduled For Thursday, April. 19: at 1:GG p.m. in 
the District Office, 1579 North idain, Cedar City. 

If you have any questicns concerning this planning effort, please 
feel free to contact n:e or a member of the district staff. . 

Sincerely, 
. 

/ ,qy.&-$. 1 5; z ..*. $&- 

District Manager 

. .c -. . 
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Mr. Dona1d.L. Pendleton 
BLti, Richfield District 
150 East 900 North, Box 768 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Mr. Billy Templeton 
BLCl, Arizona Strip District 
196 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Dixie National Forest Supervisor 
82 North 100 East 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Ron Larson 
Utah Forestry & Fire Control 
154 North Flain 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Utah Parks & Recreation 
586 North Main 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Guy Bird 
Utah Resource Conservation & Development 
491 South Main Street 
Cedar City,-Utah 84720 

Mr.. Jim Bowns 
SUSC College of Sciences 
351 West Center 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 - 

Mr. Mitchell Sheldon 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
1426 Federal Guilding, 125 South State 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84138 . 

Mr. Milo Barney 
Utah Department of Natural Resources 
4th Floor Empire Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

. 

Mr. Ilike Coffeen 
Utah Department of Wildlife Resources 
622 North Main Street 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

. . 
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Utah Department of Transportation 
880 North Main 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Soil Conservation Service 
36 North 300 t+!est 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

U.S. Senators Office 
Ms. Jeanine Holt 
10 North Main . 

Cedar City, Utah 84720 - 

Soil Conservation Service 
225 East Center 
Panguitch, Utah 84759 

Soil Conservation Service 
196 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Mr. Gerald Stoker 
Utah State Mater Engineer 
154 North Main 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Utah State Ex'tension Agent 
55 Sozth F-iain 
Panguitch, Utah .84759 

Utah State Extension Agent 
70 North Main 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

Utah State Extension Agent 
197 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Mr. Brian Harry, Superintendent 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Apea 
P. 0. Box 1507 
Page, Arizona 86040 

Mr. Robert Heyder 
Superintendent 
Zion National Park 
Springdale, Utah 84767 

Mr. Thomas Hobb;, Superintendent 
Bryce Canyon National Park 
Bryce Canyon, Utah 84717 

Mr. Derek 0. Hambly 
Superintendent 
Capitol Reef National Park 
Torrey, Utah 84775 

. 
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United States Gcpnrmtn~ of he Interior 1603 
u-040 

BUHEAU OF LAND AIANAGEMENT 

Cedar City District OWce 
1579 North Zain Street 

P.' 0. Box 724, Cedar City, t"iah 84720 

April 9, 1?79 

The Cedar City District, Surezu of Land f.?~p~g~~‘.:~;;‘~ is r:rzrj;;g 

co:rlpletic,t: of i*:anayz;::?nt Fra:-z\:jork Pii;r?S on publi:c lznds in most 
. . of Garfield and Kane &unties and on Canaan Erountain in l+!ashit-!gton 

Couilty. Fublic meetfngs and "open iiouses" are sc,?etiuled du&*ing 
the week of April 20 - Hay 4 to present and g:lthcr corrzent~ on 
this planning. !:'e encourage yog to attend onz.of'these Ezetipgs 
(see attacf:ed). Please note that'thz' flyer c&s not list the 
“open house" scheduied for the St. Gcorae Dixie Gureau of Land _ 
Manageznt &source Are3 Office, Dfxie Office Esiiding, on I'lsy 3 
from 1:CO p.m. to 7:00 p.m. This "open house" will deal exclusively 
With Canaan p!Ountain. 

If you have any questions concerning this planning effort, p'lease 
feel free to contact me. Bill Dalncss, a geologist on the district. 
staff, should be able to antWer any questions concerning the mineral 
resource, Our phone number is (801) 586-2401. 

Sincerely, 

. 

Enclosure 
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up: ?<I &tes 3 ~F~rti~‘;~~> [ of :ic Interior 
i? ..,A:. F . . . . ‘, BU~ITAl.! c;F L.Ah’D :.‘ANACE’.:ENT 

;- P’ LA-;’ Cedar City District Office 
1579 F;ortil ;;ain street 

P. 0. Box 729, Cedar C-ity, Utah 84720 

IS IiEI’L’I IiFI:I~X 7 4 

16OB 

u-o-‘;3 

April 9, 1979 

The Eureau OF Lsi:d ;k~agzm~ent is presently undertaking a major planning 

effort in !-!aski;‘;;ton; %s:;c 2nd Garf'eJd Counties. YGur pi-oven interest 
itl SCl!*Li12~2l I;thh p?Gilni::9 kT.5 procpi2d me t(3 reqt;est. you)- &ssfst;l2nc:~ 
. 
1f-j our cz:-rer~i; piaj;ni;ig ~:lf~yts. 

On $,sriJ 25, ‘r’y~j 2 sp~~i:,J F1~~;:;i,l~ ~;@i*:S;sI;c!~ is being /ield at the &>:,$ 
Cedar Ci$-f Cis;;-ict Office a*l 7~30 p.m. The ii:ajGr topics of dis- 
cussion will include planniny for recreation s!xi \!iJdl5fc resources. 
With the dz.velop:!:snt przssui-e high for the rich energy res3wces in 
southern Utah, it becomes 'very izpor-tant that tk MldJife and rec- 
reati cm reS Clli’c2S zre adq~ately W;I-esent,ed in our land use decisions. 

The major recreation topics of discussion xi77 include securing public 
access tL7 msjGt- backcol:rswy at-k!-actiws, off-rozd vehicle dzsignatiocs, 
management direction on Calam &!.xntairl, Parfa-Hackberry, Fifty-miJe 
Mountain and th2 Escalant2 Canyons. 

The major wildlife topics o f discussion wiJJ be vegetation manipuJation, 
tramp1 29% 0.F isi ghorn sI!ccp:. ri?arisn habftat nxnagement and Jive- 
stock management for benefit of wild'life habitat. 

If you cannot attend this meeting, I would urge you to attend the 
District's optn houses in Kanab, Escaiantc, St. George, or the pub.Jic 
meeting in the Salt Palace on hpriJ 33th. In these meetings you will 
have an opportunity to Comme nt on the pJanning for all resources. The 
attached circuJar gives you a71 the pertinent information regarding 
these meetings and issues to be discussed. 
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Sincerely, 

/??yf ,z4 “7 
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Distt-i:'t Manager 
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Jesse I-!. Kni:;?It 
- l.187 - 53 t1: .A.TJk!ilUe S .!.I. 
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?. 0. zox 2s.x 
I?zi11‘3.s ) TX 7j221 

Utah Pcxer :a:li Light Co;npanv 
P. 0. so>: s':9 
Salt Lake CiLy, L'T 84llO 

Woods Pctrolclri Colqany 
Suite 500, Xctiona?.Fcundztion 
West Building, 
3555 N. W. 55th Street 
Okld-ISIxl City, Cx 73112 

IIiko Bclf :Z.IIIC~ and Oil Con??acy 
p. 0. cc):< Cr&.&Tc:r >A 
Vernal, UT SSOTS 
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Sierra Club, Utah Chapter 
c/o Kim Crumb0 
p.0. Box 597 

mas, Utah 84036 

Mr. Dick Carter 
8 East Broadk:ay 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84112 

Mr. Ken Sleight 
Wonderland Expeditions 
P.O. 60x 338 
Green River, Utah 84525 

Ms. Edith Reeves 
Sierra Club 
1739 E. San Miguel Ave. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016 

Sunrise Air Service 
c/o Mr. Bill Blasdell 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

Mr. Brian Beard 
93 E. 100 S. 
Logan, Utah 84321 

Mr. Doug Nelson 
BYU Survival Course 

105 R-8. 
&o, Utah 84601 

Mr. Allen Malmquist 
Moccasin Tours, Inc. 
Box 388 
Fredonia, Arizona 86022 

Mr. John Percher 
Yellowstone Wilderness Guides 

'. 2251 Cottonwood Lane 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84121 

Mr. Larry Olsen 
Survival-Seminar Retreats 
2010 University Club Bldg. 
136 East South Temple 
S,alt Lake City, Utah 84111 

ISSUE 
Lloyd Gordon, Editor 
P.O. Box 7.28 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Friends of the Earth 
Gordon Anderson 
Colorado Plauteau Representative 
P.O. Box 820 
Moab, Utah 84532 

Save OUr Canyons Committee 
Alexis Kelner 
1201 1st Ave. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 

Uinta Chapter, Sierra Club 
Ruth Frear 
1453 East 9th South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84105 

Iron County Historical Society 
c/o Dr. Morris A. Shirts, President 
570 South 580 West 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Boulder Mountain Packers 
c/o Larry Davis 
P.O. Box 446 
Boulder, Utah 84716. 

Escalsnte Wilderness Committee 
c/o Pete Hovingh 
721 Second Avenue 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 

Ms. Aleda Nelson Wasatch Mountain Club 
Curalogos Corp. 
1700 Desert Inn Rd. #412 

Chairman, Conservation Committee 

Las Vegas, Nev. 89109 
2889 Loran Heights Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 . 

Ms. Nancy Wahl 
325 Oro Valley Drive 
Tucson, Arizona 85704 

Escalante Scenic Tours 
c/o Mohn Christensen 
Escalante, Utah 84726 
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' Utah-Recreation Land Users Association 
,.1127 b!est 8th South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84104 

Adventure Expeditions 
c/o Tom Brereton 
P.O. Box 277 
Springdale, Utah 84767 

Canyon.Tours Inc. 
P.O. Box 1597 
Page, Arizona 86040 

Golden Circle Tours 
c/o Norm Cram 
89 East Center 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

Utah Wildlife and Outdoor Recreation Federation 
328 West 200 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 

Mr. Cal Giddings 
Wild & Scenic Rivers 
1425 Perry Ave. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 r: . 
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United States Department of the Interior - 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Cedar City District Office 
1579 North Yain Street 

Box 724, Cedar City, Utah 84720 

IN REf’1.Y Rt:1-~11 t’t~ 

1603 

P. .o. 

u-040 

April 17, 1979 

The Bureau of Iand L!anagement is presently undertaking a major planning 
effort in Zashiqton, Kane alid Garfield Counties. Your proven interest 
in southern Utah pianning has prompted me to request your assistance 
in our current planning efforts. 

On April 26, 1979, a special planning workshop is being held at the 
Cedar City District Office at 7:30 p.m. The major topics of dis- 
cussion nil1 inclufe planning for recreaticn and wildlife r2smmes. 
I:!ith the ceve!o$;~enr, pT2SSi~W nigh for tk rich energy resources in 
southern Utah, it becomes very important that the wildlife and rec- . . : . I 
reation resources are adequately represented in our land use decisions. .. . 

The major recreation topics of discussion will include securing public 
access to major backcountry attractions, off-road vehicle designations, 
management dirncticn on Caxan I.iountain, Paria-Hackberry, Fifty-mile 
Mountain and the Escalante Canyons. 

-The major wildlife topics of discussion will be vegetation manipulation, 
transplants of bighorn sheep, riparian habitat management and live- 
stock management for benefit of wildlife habitat. 

. 

If you cannot attend this meeting, I would urge you to attend the . 
District's open houses in Kanab, Escalante, St. George, or the public 
meeting in the Salt Palace on April 30th. In these meetings you will 

. have an opportunity to comment on the planning for all resources. The 
attached circular gives you all the pertinent information regarding 
these meetings and issues to be discussed. , 

Sincerely, 

Circular 
. 

-. - _- ..,_ 
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THE ATTACHED LETTER SENT TO THE FOLLOWING: 

Robert H. Hassel 
Pangui,tch, Utah 84759 

TJa% McL!Zllah *. 
24&‘. 66gy.&&\, ,,/- 
Salt~~~~Ci~~~,Ui4121 

\, 
Jack Scper 
Panguitch Wildlife Federation 
Panguitch, Utah 84759 

Bud Sullivan 
Utah Wildlife Federation 
1102 Nalker Bank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

Utah Environmental Center 
Jan Johnson, Director 
1275 Wilmington Avenue 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84106 

Utah Nature Study Society 
Dr. Stan Mulaik, Executive Secretary 
1144 East erd South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84010 

Fund for Animals 
Lonnie Johnson, Field Director 
7167 South 2000 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84121 



. 
- 'r&ATTACHED LETTER WAS SENT TO THE FOLLOWING: ' 

STATE POLITICIANS 

3. Garth Jones 
1769 East 5250 Horth 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Ivan M. Matheson 
265 East Midvalley 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Ray S. Schmutz Humane Society of Utah _ 
237 South 100 East P. 0. Box 20222 
St. George, Utah 84770 Salt Lake City, Utah 84120 

National Mustang Association 
New Castle, Utah 84756 

Wild Horse Organized Assistnace 
c/o Mrs. Dawn Y. Lappin 
P. 0. Box 555 
Reno, Nevada 89504 

GRAZING ADVISORY BOPtRD 

Mr. Cleo Wood 
290 South 700 West 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Edwin Larsen 
131 North 1225 West 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

&L4 u,, 
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Mr. Phil Allen 
Antimony, Utah 84712 

Ar. Merrill MacDonald 
355'North 200 West 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

Mr. Vard Heaton 
Alton, Utah 84729 

WILD HORSE GROUPS 

Kent Gregersen 
Utah Mustang Association 
P. 0. Box 102 
Marysvale, Utah 84750 

Cedar City Wildlife Federation 
310 West 1700 North 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

National Wild Horse Association 
National Headquarters 
P. 0. Box 121&8 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89112 
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IN REPLY REFER TO 

UniteZ- States Department of the Interior I608 
u-040 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Cedar City District Office 
1579 North Main Street 

P. 0. Box 724, Cedar City, Utah 84720 

April 17, 1979 

The Cedar City District, Bureau of Land Management is nearing com- 
pletion of Xanagement Framework Plans on public lands in most of 
Garfield and Kane Counties and on Canaan Mountain in ltJashington 
County. Public meetings are scheduled during the week of April 30 
to present and gather comments on this planning. 

Since you have an interest in the area itself, or projects within the 
area, I have.enclosed a flyer briefly outlining the purpose of these 
meetings. Please note that the flyer does not list an open house 
which is scheduled for the St. George Dixie Resource Area Office, 
Dixie Office Building, on May 3 from 1:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. This 
meeting has been publicized through other means. 

If you have any questions concerning these meetings, please feel free 
to contact me or a member of the district staff. 

Sincerely, . 

Enclosure 

. -_-- 
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YOURCHANCE TO INFLUENCE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ON PUBLIC LANDS 

THE AREA 
There sre five planrvng units within the area 
SIWWT on the map to th? right. The planning 
is king comp!r?red on all of the arca at once, 
sirce it wil! bs covered in one grazing enviro- 
llrmental statement. Paria. Verm!hon and 
Zion oIann:n~ units are administered from 
the BLM o&e in Kanab. The Escalante 
nlannina u?rt is administered from the BLM 
office ii Escalante. And the Canaan Mount. 
ain piannir,g unvr is administered from the 
8Lf.y office iT: St. George. The toial area 
contains some 2.700.000acresoi public land. 

The area is bordered by three areas of the 
Dixie National Forest. Zion National Park, 
B:yce Canyon Navonal Park, Capitol Reef 
Nathal Park and Glen Canyon National 
Rscr~atian Area. Along the s&tth. the area 
is bordered by Arizona. 

These. and other recreation areas on BLM 
lard. maho this area vie’l known for thequal. 
it! of ou:doors expnriance it offers. There is 
limited hunting throughout the area. and 
some sections provide important wmter 
rang, for b;g 9ane cn:inals. Coal develop- 
ment and likestock g-azing are also maior 
issues wthin this area 

Ve;station is quite varied, from salt desert 
sh-ub in the low ?Iwalioris to an aspen coni. 
isr !yx in the h;pb country. Elevations range 
from rear 5.000 ft. around Kanab and the 
lo;;er Escaiante River to about 8.000 it. on 
Clear Creek Moun:an and lower Canaa’a Peak. 

BLM PLANNING 
The BLM haf developed a land use planning 
$ys:em which calls for participation from 
locat and sate governments, interested users, 
and the public. This is your chance to let us 
kno.v hoa you th;nk the public lands should 
be mxwcd. 1 

Erery UIF is wt suited to every acre and some 
user conflict with others. The BLM ischarged 
with mamgmng the land for the optimummix 
of potent.bl user. The best mix of uses is de- 
:erm:ned by inventorying the resources, de- 
termintng the management which ?dould be 
best for each resource and then resolving the 
conikts that are found between resource 
development possibilities. Public comment is 
used to help area managerr make proper 
chc.r ‘en competing uses. 

The citizens of Southern Utah and the people of the Nation need the forage, recreation. minerals, wildlife, soil, water and 
other resources of these planning units. The coal, outstanding recreational opportunities. scenic Qradeur and other natural 
resources in the area make it extremly important that all aspects of the possible uses be carefully considered. Your participa. 
tion could provide valuable information. ELM Qfanners have already met with local government and state and federal agencies 

. THE CHALLENGE 
in the area to discuss this nlannina effort. We have also talked to livestock operators who will be affected bv this plan. wild. 
life-and recreation groups and oth-err. We want to hear from you, too. Please come to one of the Open Ho&es or‘the &blie 
Meeting listed in this advertisement and share your ideas with those who are responsible for completing the planning on this 
valuable piece of public land. 

As you read the mformationgiven hcreahour 
some of the conflxting uses. thank about tbc 
implications and oppo:tumlies as they affect 
the uses of these lands now and in the future. 
PWQak? yourself to make sug~ertions to 
ELM planners on the best uwc. of various 
resources on the same land. 

The general land 1,s~ Qh. called thr hlanagc- 
merit Frsmcwork Plan. which <I be’na dew!- 
aped. will address livestock g:azi*.g. ri:ldl,fe. 
timber, recreation. minerals. antiqllit~es, and 
watershed. In addition. we will & asking the 
public to help us identify the scope of iswes 
to be addressed in the grazing environmental 
statement that will analyze grazing proposers 
for the area. 

: 

WASHINGTON 

ANE COUNTY 

. . . . 
,’ 

,. .’ 
.,. .:‘. 
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Utah’s State Director for t!w BLhl anrrounced 
his proposed statewide lnttial C’u!d?mcsr In. 
veniory deci;ion on April 4, 1079. He has 
notified the iield offices of his dei;s’on as :o 
which irrventoly Units ciearly and obuiou~ly 
do not meet the criteria for idwtlficatvon as 
Wilderness S:udy Areas a-d which units 
should receive more inte!%ue inventory. A 
narrative bod.let and map ot the State D:rec. 
for’s proposal will be svallab:e at the Open 
Houses listed in this ad The c~a!u~t~ons and 
large scale “WS drwlcprd frr t1:c D.,,. Cl’, 
recommendation to the State Ovec:or wll 
also be available. After cxamirl~ng thes? ma. 
terialr. you are encoitraql’d to submit written 
co”,ments to the addressgnen $1, :I>. booklet. 

OPEN HOUSES 
KANAB 

hlay 2. 1979 
1 to 7 PM 

320 N. First E. 

ESCALANTE 

hlay 3.1979 
1 to 7 PM 

Hwy 12 west of ,DIYP 

PUBLIC MEETING 
SALT LAKE CITY 

April 30. 1979 
7PM 

Room 128. Sa’ 



COAL DEVELOPMENT 
Some of the largest coal res~wes in the slate 
I e tv~:t~tr: 1!1,$ a.ea. It is est:ma,ed ,hat there 
a’e ,+~?‘a h Elion tons of rocoverab!e coal re. 
rwer m the Kaparovrits. Afton and Kolob 
18elrJ%. Uewlopment of these res?rves would 
5: s mzior boost 10 rhe economy of the area. 
It could i’so mar scenic sections that are 
p~erent:y major tourist atfractions and there- 
fo? are kwowmt to the economy rhem- 
SI’VDF \?‘ha,. i! any: r?strictions shou!d be 
s!aced on the de-e!opment of ;h:s coal? 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES 
Executive Order 1 lG44 raqwrcr the i3Lr.l to 
plaw public land in I” “Oprn”, “Closed-or 
“Limited” catagory for of’.ro,d \dn cle 
IORVI use. PWSWI~ use of the plwning a-e3 . . 

centrated ORV use could lead tosoil crcs~on. 
harassment of wildiafe and pia?, des,rucf.on. 
Should concentrated OR\’ lile areas b-z das. 
ignated’ What public lands should he open. 
closed or restricted to ORV uns? 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 
L~v~stocxi grazinq has heen a traditional use 
of the area r,nc; early settlers arrived. The 
BLfbt is r*sponsib!e for management in a 
mdver the: will protect the land from un- 
necr?s*.3ry injury. stabillre the livestock 

Livestock and b*g came animals UIC me szme 
food sources. Th,s c.w lp.,d ,o compz,~:.o,, 
for forage and a dowrwa-d trwd in ,a-ce 
condtlion. Arear l,kr the Savd H.;is aer, of 
Kanab are rspecizIIy impor:an, :o \-:n:er 
deer herd “se Sould fo:agc be rese’~co for 
biQ g3mu 10 ,edw,~ c‘wK,‘.:,~:,~v~ ,:,il, I.Y~- 
stock? Streamvde ha!ltrat is sma:: in terms 

ir.du;:ny cepcndnnt on plrblic Isnds, and pro. 
rnde for ,he ord?riy use. improvement. devel- 
cpmen, and rehabil!tat,on of the land for 
I:vrr:ock grazirg. During 1976 and 1977 
rs”y ~nvento~res werecompleted throughout 
the area on order to mwt This requirement. 
These stud& show that adjustments ,o 
~w:cnt fwe:rock operations are necessary to 
Sl~b~lize or improve rmgr? conditions in 
so’-? ~TLIS. Ho.., can ,he necersar’, adjust. 
~~1s be made with the Ir?ast adverse eco. 
“0rn.C mnpact on livestock operators? 

of acreagr. but provides fcod. care, a-d 
COYC~ for a large variety of v.aldlnfe Her? 
much of this area should b? protec!~d for 
wildlife? 

COAL SLURRY LINE 
Nevada Power Companv propaws to wan%- 
port coal from the Altcn COSI f*eld to Tao 
ProPored power Plants “#a ,1:3 coal slurry 
pipelines. Uetwee~~ 5400 and 7800 acre fed, 
of water per year would he needed lor the 
slurry lines. The slurry liw !ou:rs -rraid fin 
through arens in Utah and Axarnna v.h.ch 3-p 
prcrentiy a part of the v.:werr~;r rir.2,., 
One toute goes rhrot~gir u;yir Yxc:~ th,ck 
awl IW.1’ ,hr cot.,i Pml. S.1.Id “.,n.v c*i.,, 
Park. An al,ernai.ve v;ould be :o rou:” ;‘j,: 
line through other arcas. Ano,h?r I-J~T.:.+ 
way of transport~“Q !hP teal ::C~~~, t.,. :c 
build a railroad m,o the real t.?ln A.e ~f,e:e 
0th alterna!:“es? \\hN “,.?lcd P1 ‘Put.. 
rwxlld he ,fW best? 

WILD HORSES 
A sr+f number of wild hocses live in the 
C,rcfe C’iffs and Hawev’s Fear areas. Both 
of :W’? veac hw? mdynal horse habitat. 
T-T are also Po:tn!fal confltcts WI,,, the 
~~eot tran~~lantir.~ and proposed exoansion 
01 !n* dsie,, b.g horn sheep in both areas. 
Pwnrr managment of such small herds m 
w:ated a’eas cam tz vary co+, and hamper 
mrdem+ntar;on of l,vestock managsmen, 
rd:,‘.s S!;nukl thr? hnr;es be left I” ,he Presen, 
.mw :wl manecwl 10 reduce conflic,s ar 
r”~u,f. :,i nn;;~hlr~ Or. <ho,rtd ttw ~,nima,s be 
rv*,i~r! I’, a “or? ~llablr habitat and be used 
tr, IV,WO’,(! ,,r*:iw~, heeds ,n tbos~ areas. 

NATURAL VALUES 
The BLhl is requiled by luw to “p~esrrve .wd 
protect cetta~n lands in their nafural con- 
dition’: With scenic and backcount!v use rhe 
fastest growng recreational ac:ivtt4es. prrser. 
vation of natural values plays an importan; 
role in insuring contincation of thus use. 
Should the BLhl seek to ~reserveandmanage 
areas such at Fifty.mile Mountain. Escaf+n:e 
Canvons. Indian Canvon and Pondeiosa 
Sand Dunes for their natural values7 Horn 
should this be done? 

AND OTHERS 
Fredoma City wa,er supply 
Desert B’s Horn sheep 
E*ovon c&t-ol 
S:.*amside IRiparianl protection 
Vegaiat:ve man.pula,ion to improve lives 

stock and wildlife projects 
Range improvement projects 
COT--‘* ity SUPPO~: and expansion 
PC ‘op.ment proiects 
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Cedar City OistrJct 
Kanab Resource Area 

. 320 North First East 
Kanab, Utah 

84741 

April 18, 1979 

.We are pres2ntly preparing long’ ranae land use plans for pub1 ic lands in 
Kane, Garfield and l!sshington Counties. 

K2 would like to discms our mamgemnt recommdations with all city and 
county officials in Kan e County and obtain your ideas and recommdations. 

f!anag2zont’decisions resulting from these land use plans will be used as 
a basis for the kanab-Escalante grazing impact statement, preparation of 
which will begin this spring. . 

Ne vould Ii ke to wet with you to discuss these mnagenent plans on 
Friday, April 27th at 7:00 P.IZ. in the Kanab BLM Offtce. 

We hqe you will plan to attend. 

Sincerely yours, 

/.q+=# 

Richard E. Fagan . 
Area Kanager 

Kane County Commissioners Mayors 
Richard R. Fagan/mas Sent to: Rob Russ211 Claude 61 azier - Kanab 
EA Sterling Griffith Vane Campbell - Alton 

Robert Houston Cleon Jackson - Glenda12 
Ron Heaton -0rdervill 
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of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that 

we are required to do on this area. We want to identify, as early as possible, 

what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these areas during 

the ES process," he concluded, Hark on the ES is scheduled to begin this summer. 
. 
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. ' 1 :.-I--l i . . i .: ;- .: i ;I . 
bui’E!U OF i& i~!~fi,i~<fi~E,~r 

CONTACT Jerry Heredith (Sol) 556-2401 
Cedar Ci'ty District Office, Cedar City, Utah C. .- 

UfllTm Sj-lI?Tf S DE?Rrm?xn OF THE InTEmcr;! 

Cedar City District, Bureau of Land Management officials have announced 

an open house in St. George in conjunction with several current BLM projects. 

The open house will be F'iay 3, 1979, in the ELM office, 24 East St. George Blvd., 

from 1:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

Frank Rowley, Hanager of the Dixie Resource Area, which includes all of 

Washington County, said the meeting will allow people to gather information 

and make comments on three current projects. 

First, is a general land management plan, called a Management Framework Plan, 

for the Canaan Mountain area in eastern Washington County. This plan addresses 

ivestock graz_ing , wildlife, timber, recreation, minerals, antiquities, and 

watershed. "We are asking people to let us know how they think the public lands 

should be managed," said Rowley. Every use 4s not suited to every acre,and 

some uses conflict with others. "Our job is to' determine the best mix of 

uses. Public comment is used to help us as land managers make the necessary 

choices between competing uses," he added. 

"In addition, we will be asking the public to help us identify'the scope 

of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that we 

are required to do on this area," said Rowley.' "We want to identify as early , 
. 

as possible what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these 

areas during the ES process." Work on the ES that will cover Canaan Mountain 

is scheduled to begin this summer. 

. . \ -more- 
f 
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I ' b i CONTACT Jerry Meredith (801) 5SG-2401 
Cedar City District Office, Cedar City, Utah 

bblifI(c of ifwo m2rlwcmcnr 

UI1IT~D . STRTES DEPQZi-f7EfiT OF THE InTEwx 
The Bureau of Land Management, Cedar City Utah District, has announced 

a publid. meeting on land use planning for all BLM land in Kane County and 

parts of Garfield and \Jashington Counties. It will be held Apri.1 30, 1979 

in room 128 of the Salt Palace from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Morgan Jensen, Cedar City District Manager, said the plan, called 

a Management Framework Plan, is being developed to address livestock .grazing, 

wildlife, timber, recreation, minerals, antiquities, and watershed. 

The area is bordered by three areas of the Dixie National Forest, Zion 

National Park, Bryce Canyon National.Park, Capitol Reef National Park and 

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. Outstanding recreation areas on or 

near BLM land, make this area well known for the quality of outdoors ex- 

perience it offers. Coal development and livestock grazing are also major 

issues. The entire Kaiparowits Plateau, with its rich coal deposits; lie 

within the planning area. 

'We are asking people to let us know how they think the public lands 

should be managed,' said Jensen. "Every use is not suited to every acre and 

some uses conflict with others. Our job is to determine the best mix of uses 

by inventorying the resources and then resolving the conflicts that'a're found. 

Public comment is used to help us, as land managers, make the necess'ary 

choices between competing uses,' he added. 
: : 

, 

'In addition, we will be asking the public to help us identify the scope 

of issues to be addressed in the grazing .environmental statement (ES) that 

we are required to do on this area. We want to identify, as early as possible, 

what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these areas during 

the ES process," he concluded. Work on the ES is scheduled to begin this summer. 
-3o- 
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Finally, the BLM will have available the statewide summary booklet, 

. ..- juidelines for making comments and a statewide map on the areas included in 

the present wilderness review. BLlbl personnel will be on hand with detailed _ 

information and will' go over this material with interested citizens and 

answer any questions. 

In clarifying earlier information on the wilderness review, Rowley said 

that the BLIP has not identified any areas with wilderness characteristics 

at this time. The current inventories are to determine which areas require 

further study and t:hich "clearly and obviously" do not meet.wilderness criteria 

established by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. Some 42 percent 

of the Washington County BLM land in this initial inventory has been proposed 

for further study. "But, earlier projects have already proposed to eliminate 

much of the county from any further Mlderness consideration. When you add 

'the area we propose to drop from consideration because of all reviews, 68 
\ . 

percent of the BLM land in the county. is presently proposed to be eliminated 

from any futher consideration," Rowley said. That means 13 percent of.the 

total land .area in the county is proposed for futher study. 

"The inventory is solely to determine which lands,meet the wilderness 

criteria set up by Congress. Even if an area has great resource potential, 

we are required to include it in our study if it meets the criteria. It may 

be reported to Congress as not suitable for wilderness after all the work is 

done, but it must be reported. After these inventories are completed and 

areas which meet the criteria have been identified, the hard work will begin. 

That's when the BLM must determine which areas to recommend to Congress as 

suitable to preserve and which to recommend as more suitable for other uses," . 

,. Rowley concluded. 

I" 
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Following are reports of the meetings and Open Houses. Reports of 

meetings with ranchers and otner user groups are filed separately in 

binders entitled "Record of Public Participation" for each planning 

unit. 



MEETING OF GOVERNblENT AGENCIES 

KANAB-ESCALANTE RANGE ES PLANPljING AREA 

April 19, 1979 Cedar City, Utah 

District Office Conference Room 

Thirteen people attended representing federal, state and local government 

agencies. See attached roster for names and agencies represented. Also 

attached is a list of those to whom invitations were sent. 

Morgan Jensen, Cedar City BLM District Manager, conducted the meeting. 

Items presented and comments made at the meeting are as follows: 

1. Range flanagement 

A summary of the tlFP proposal pertaining to livestock forage was presented 

in the form of an overhead projection. A copy is attached entitled 

"Livestock Forage". It outlines the present situation, by planning 

unit, pertaining to livestock grazing in terms of numbers of allotments 

and authorized AUMs of forage in relation to proposals for interim and 

long term management of grazing in terms of number of allotments, AU%, 

season-of-use, types of grazing systems and proposed improvements. 

Representatives of the BLM Arizona Strip District pointed out problems 

that will develop for operators where spring use on allotments in Utah 

is being eliminated. Operators grazing public lands in the Strip during 

the winter have expressed concern to Strip personnel that they will have 

nowhere to take their cows if the Utah planning proposals are implemented. 
,' . 
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Coordination between the Strip and Cedar City was requested if plans are 

implemented. 

Stan Elmer asked where the Alton Coal Field is located in relation to 

proposed land treatments to provide livestock forage. He was informed 

that the bulk of the viable strip mining area is east of the proposed 

treatment areas in the Zion Planning Unit. 

In connection with the proposals on range management, Dennis Curtis 

requested any information or opinions the group may have on issues that 

may affect the scope of the range ES that will be developed on the 

proposals coming out of the planning documents. He explained that under 

new CEQ guid.eiines the ES will be limited to 150 pages. Examples of 

major issues DLCI presently thinks will have to be addressed in the ES 

are: Effects of proposed livestock reductions on operators; effects of 

the proposal on wildlife, effects on riparian areas, and effects of 

proposed land treatments that can be viewed from national parks. Agencies 

were invited to identify issues they think should be addressed in the 

ES. No comments were given at the meeting. 

2. Watershed 

Areas proposed for treatment for watershed protection and enhancement 

- were outlined on a map. 

The district conservationist, SCS-Kanab, asked what criteria was used 

I . 
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to choose the areas proposed for treatment. Morgan responded that they 

were identified from watershed studies and that the areas with greatest 

problems and most susceptible to treatment were selected. Steve Winslow 

added that a BLM watershed study of the Colorado River Basin was also 

used and that areas identified for salinity control in the study were 

among those selected for treatment. 

SCS personnel pointed out a potential problem in that they have proposals 

for land treatment on public land, which may not be considered in BLI? 

planning, to control head cutting on private land. Guy Bird suggested 

contact with Soil Conservation Districts to cooperatively develop prior- 

ities for projects that will benefit watershed and range management. 

SCS personnel suggested EL!4 should also assure coordination with 208 

water quality requirements in their plans. Guy Bird supported this 

suggestion indicating that at least one or two 208 water quality projects 

should-materialize from national funds being appropriated, and that 

these projects should be coordinated with public land management plans. 

3. Lands 

Areas involving the proposed Canaan Mountain State Exchange; the Allen- 

Warner Valley coal slurry line proposal , including the alternative route 

in Johnson Canyon proposed through the MFP; and the Fredonia water 

system were identified. There were no comments. 
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4. Minerals 

Coal areas were identified and coal unsuitability criteria, including 

VRM, eagle habitat, deer concentration areas and prime farm lands were 

discussed. There were no comments. 

5. Wildlife 

Proposals concerning land treatment areas to improve wildlife habitat; 

about 7 miles of fence to protect about 1,200 acres of high quality 

riparian areas; the development of a modified fire plan to allow wildfire 

to burn for improvement of wildlife habitat in some areas; and water 

development to improve deer, quail, chukar, bighorn and antelope habitat 

were identified. Proposed wildlife transplant areas for quaii, bighorn, 

chukar, and Utah prairie dog were identified. 

A representative of the Utah Division of Kildlife Resources asked what 

time frame the FlFP anticipated on a bighorn transplant in the Rock Creek 

area. -He indicated they now have sheep available and desired to make 

the transplant as soon as possible. He indicated Rock Creek is a high 

priority area for sheep introduction. BLM responded that a problem 

exists in that wild horses presently inhabit the area and the horses 

should be removed before the sheep can be introduced. The F?FP contains 

the proposal to remove the horses, but we have no definite time table 

for when they can be removed. 

-. -___- -- u_c .-z.Y _.-- : - 
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6. Recreation 

Proposals for: (1) Outstanding Natural Area designations cn 50-Mile 

Mountain, Escalante Canyons , and Wolverine Petrified Wood area; (2) 

Primitive designation on Canaan Mountain; (3) Recreation land designation 

on Paria-Hackberry; (4) Research Natural Area designation on'Diana's 

Throne, Kimball Butte, and No Man's Mesa; (5) ACEC designation on Indian 

Canyon, and Egg Canyon; and (6) Acquisition of access through private 

land for hiking in North Fork area were presented. Areas were outlined 

on a map and some proposed conditions connected with the proposals were 

presented, such as restrictions on ORV use and Oil and Gas exploration 

or development. 

The proposal for further study of the Escalante River under the Wild and 

Scenic River Act was presented, and Guy Bird commented that the Utah 

Division of Water Resources has plans for a water storage project on the 

river and that the two proposals are not compatible. Stand Elmer stated 

a study on the Escalante River has been completed by a man by the name 

of Karonowski from Denver and that the study had determined the river 

does not have quality to merit designation under the act. He indicated 

the study showed it was the side canyons, to the river, that had the 

greatest recreation value. He questioned the need for a further study. 

The MFP proposal was presented to retain Canaan Mountain, Paria Primitive 

Area, the Escalante Canyons ONAs , in a closed ORV use category plus the 
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area proposed to be added'to the ONAs. Limited ORV Use designations, 

restricting use to existing roads and trails are proposed in the Paria- 

Hackberry, 50-Mile Mountain Areas. 

VRM was discussed and restrictions of classes 1, 2 and 3 were read to 

the group. The proposal to maintain designated primitive areas and ONAs 

in VRM Class I was presented. Areas proposed for VRM Class II were also 

presented. A question was asked of what vegetative manipulation could 

be permitted in a Class II area. A response indicated burning or spray- 

ing could be al lowed without a great deal of confl ict, but chaining 

probably could not be permitted. 

Guy Bird expressed the opinion that a Class II designation could create 

conflict with watershed projects. Paul Boos responded that a VRM class 

designation does not prohibit projects; it just makes the manager aware 

that there are trade-offs involved if a project is approved. 

The question was asked of what effect VRM designations would have on the 

proposal of the slurry 1 ine in Johnson, Canyon. The response was that it 

would be as indicated by Mr. Boos, as described above. 

There were no further comments. The group was invited to respond further 

in writing before May 18, 1979. 
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GOVERNMENT MEETING 

kanab-Escalante 

Name 

Bill Templeton 

Bob Sandberg 

Glenn Beagle 

Stan Elmer 

Nick Lundstrom 

Howard-M. Roper 

Anthony Beals 

Wray E. Macy 

Guy Bird 

Jim Guymon 

Tom Henry 

Robert Rowley 

Larry L. Hays 

April 19, 1979 

Address 

196 E. Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

II 

154 No. Main, Cedar City 

231 E. 400 S., 
400 Empire Building 

Panguitch 

P.O. Box 284 
Panguitch, Utah 

P.O. Box 149 
Kanab, Utah 

74 S. Mt. View Dr. 

622 N. Main 
Cedar City, Utah 

Bryce Canyon 

Box 152, Parowan, Utah 

BOX 353, Springdale, Utah 

Representing 

Arizona Strip BLM 

II 

Div. State Lands 
Forestry & Fire Control 

Utah Dept. of Natl. 
Resources 

scs 

Soils Cons. Service 

Soil Cons. Service 

Soil Cons. Service 

Soil Cons. Service 

Wildlife Res. 

Nat'1 Park Service 

Utah Dept. of Trans. 

Zion'National Park 
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Report of Public Meeting 

Scheduled April 26, 1979 

To Discuss Recreation and Wildlife Plans 

Robert Zundel 

There was no attendance at the meeting except BLM employees who were 

prepared to discuss planning proposals with the public. 



TO : Public Participation Files 

FROM : Kanab Resource Area 

SUBJECT: Planning Meeting with County Connnissioners and City Mayors 

On Friday April 27, 1979 at 7:00 o.m. the Kanab Resource Area held a meeting 
with the City and County Governments to seek input into the Management 
Framework Plan Step II planning process. Only Bob Russell and Robert Houston, 
Kane County Commissioners, were in attendance although a personal invitation 
was sent to all County Commissioners and City Mayors in Kane County. 

Richard Fagan, Kanab Resource Area Manager, presented the MFP Step II 
recommendation to the commissioners. The following overlays were also 
available for their comments: Visual Resource Management (VRM), Off Road 
Vehicle (ORV), Land and Minerals, Wilderness (1st cut that was sent to 
the State Director), Range Treatment, Wildlife and Watershed. 

Rich commented on the proposed range adjustments and the criteria used to 
make their determination. Robert Houston asked a few questions concerning 
the techniques and procedures used in making the adjustments. 

There was a discussion concerning the proposed wilderness areas and the 
conflict with the Alton and Kaiparowits coal fields. Also, there was a 
discussion concerning Wilderness/National Parks and Air Quality. 

c 
No specific suggestions or recommendations were made at the meeting concerning 
the planning system. The attendees were asked to send any written comments 
that they might have to the area manager. 

Overall, it was a very informative meeting for the two county commissioners 
in attendance. Many misconceptions about the planning process was cleared 
up and they were encourage to attend the open house in May and give their 
comments. 

Ken Knowles 



Report of Public Meeting 

Kanab-Escalante Planning Area 

Room 128 - Salt Palace - Salt Lake City, Utah 

April 30, 1979 7:00 P.M. 

BLM Personnel Attending: 

Cedar City District 

Morgan Jensen - District Manager 

Dennis Curtis - Chief, PEC 

Richard Fagan - Area Manager, Kanab 

Craig Zufelt - Area Manager, Escalante 

Frank Rowley - Area Manager, Dixie 

Von Swain - Chief, Resources 

Paul Boos - Recreation Specialist, Resource 

Bill Dalness - Geologist, Resource 

Jerry Meredith - Public Affairs Specialist 

Bob Zundel - Planning Leader 

State Office 

Earl Hindley - Natural Resource Specialist 

A roster of others in attendance is attached. . 

Morgan Jensen conducted the meeting. He announced that one of the 

reasons for the intensive planning effort covering such a wide area is 

to update existing plans as a basis for preparation of an environmental 

statement on the range program in the area in response to a law suit 

against the Department by the Natural Resource Defense Council. He 

indicated those attending the meeting could expect feedback after area 

manager's multiple use recommendation's are final. 



The general area was described and a presentation was made of the 

Bureau's proposed actions by resource which has considered other resource 

opportunities through the planning process. Morgan invited discussion 

as the proposals were presented. 

1. Ranoe !!anaoement. A summary of range management proposals for 

the area was presented in terms of AUMs to be authorized, number of 

allotments, and general land treatments and improvement needed. The 

proposal was compared in a a general summary to the existing range 

management situation. 

A summary of what was presented is attached, entitled "Range Manage- 

ment". 

A question was asked about the estimated cost of the proposed 

improvements. The response was t a h t it was about four and one-half (4%) 

million dollars. 

Question - What is the land treatment supposed to accomplish? 

Response - To change vegetation from areas of predominant sagebrush and 

pinyon-juniper trees to browse and grass. 

The proposal to remove wild horses from an area in each of the 

Kanab and Escalante Resource Areas and potential introduction of bighorn 

was presented. It was explained that some bighorn are already in the Moody 

Canyon area, and introduction was a possibility in other areas. 

Question - Will.the bighorn become a game animal? Response - That , 

will be determined by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. 

Dennis Curtis discussed some of the procedures associ'ated with the 

Bureau's responsibility to develop an environmental impact statement on 

the range program in the area. He emphasized the statment would focus 

on key issues and invited comment from the group on what they think are . 

key issues. He indicated issues the Bureau is now considering are: 
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(a) Effect of proposed AUM reductions; (b) effect of the proposed 

season of use; (c) effect of the proposed allocation of forage between 

livestock and other uses; (d) effect of combining allotments; (e) the 

possible conflict between use of forage and recreation in the Escalante 

Canyon area. 

2. Watershed. The proposal was presented to treat about 20,000 

acres of pinyon-juniper trees; about 22,000 acres of sagebrush; and to 

contour furrow about 54,000 acres. The purpose of treatment is to 

correct erosion conditions, to reduce salt in the Colorado River, and to 

reduce silt in the Paria River. 

Areas of riparian protection were outlined. This consisted of 

proposed fencing to eliminate livestock grazing on about 1,200 acres. 

3. Wildlife. Land treatments proposed ,for wildlife habitat 

improvement were presented which consisted of treating about 106,000 

acres of pinyon-juniper and 13,000 acres of brush. 

Of the present forage being produced, about 47 percent is allocated 

to wildlife and of the forage to be developed through land treatments, 

about 41 percent will be allocated to wildlife. 

Proposals are to introduce chukar, quail and bighorn. 

A further proposal that would benefit wildlife habitat is for 

development of a modified fire plan which would provide for limited 

control of wildfire or a change in the present policy of immediate 

comprising about 500,000 acres. attack on wildfire on areas 

4. Lands. Proposals 

a coal slurry line from the 

in, involving a state exchange on Canaan Mounta 

Alton Coal field, and the Fredonia water 

system in Cottonwood and Water Canyons were presented. 
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Question - Who allocates water for a coal slurry line? Response - 

The Utah State Engineer. 

Support was expressed to consummate the state exchange. 

5. Minerals. Areas of potential coal development were shown. 

Potential areas within the coal development areas that may be determined 

unsuitable for coal mining pursuant to the coal unsuitability criteria 

were described. These areas involve VRM Class II areas; areas of prime 

farm land and alluvial valley floors, potential flood areas, eagle 

nesting areas and critical deer winter range. It was explained that the 

unsuitability criteria are not yet final. 

A question was raised about a required buffer zone for national 

parks. Bill Dalness explained that while a buffer zone for parks is one 

criterion it is not specifically defined, and the VXY Class II area is 

what BLM interprets as an adequate buffer zone for the area in question. 

Bill pointed out that in absence of final regulations that our application 

of the criteria, as present, is BLM's best effort at this point in time. 

He pointed out that the criteria have exceptions and that what has been 

done through the planning system to date is with no exceptions applied. 

Application of the criteria, with possible exceptions, would be further 

defined and applied in approval of mining plans when they are submitted. 

6. Recreation. Proposals for various kinds of recreational 

designations are carried over from previous planning efforts were shown. 

These are described below by area with effects the designations may 

have: (a) C anaan Mountain - primitive designation on the high plateau , 

on about 26,000 acres. The area would remain closed to ORV use. Mineral 

leasing would remain suspended. (b) Diana's Throne (1,100 acres), 

Kimball Butte (160 acres), and No Man's Mesa (2,100 acres) proposed as 

Research Natural Areas. Grazing and ORV use precluded. (c) ONA and 

recreation lands designations proposed for Paria-Hackberry (70,000 

acres); 50 Mile Mountain (100,000 acres); 
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Additions to canyons of the Escalante (3,000 acres) to existing areas 

of 43,000 areas; and the wolverine petrified wood ONA (2,000 acres). 

The area would be subject to either suspended or no surface occupancy 

status for mineral leasing. ORV use would be restricted to existing 

roads and trails. (d) ACEC designations proposed on Indian/Water Canyon 

and Egg Canyon. Primary values to be protected through management are 

scenery, cultural values and petrified wood. 

Question - How can these designations become final? Response - 

Most proposed designations would have to be appraved by the Secretary. 

However, all the areas, are pending wilderness inventory so designation 

will not be pursued pending the outcome of wilderness study. 

ORV proposals were shown. One category, closed, would keep about 

80,000 acres closed to ORV use in existing primitive or outstanding 

natural areas. About 21,500 acres would be in the limited category - 

restriction to existing woods or trails or restricted during a particular 

season. About 2,500,OOO acres are proposed to be open to ORV use. 

One comment strongly favored keeping all existing roads and trails 

open to ORV use and moving in the direction of more roads and trails for 

ORV use. 

The criteria for the various VRM classes were read and areas of VRM 

I and II classes were shown. Existing primitive and outstanding natural 

areas are VRM Class I. It was explained that a VRM class designation ~ 

does not necessarily prevent development, but it can restrict how it is 

done. 



General Questions 

1. Question - What allowances are being made for endangered 

species, particularly fish? Response - There are no endangered fish in 

this planning area. There will be no officially listed threatened and 

endangered plant species as of October. Plans recognize and proposals 

consider bald eagles, perigrine falcon, and Utah Prairie Dogs. 

2. Question - In what interests are land treatment proposed? 

Response - Wildlife, livestock forage and watershed. 

3. Question - In connection with the proposal on fire control, is 

there any history of dangerous fires in the area? Response - There have 

been no major fires. 

4. Question - What is the purpose of a "letburn" policy? Response - 

High fire suppression costs. Benefits that can be realized in the form 

of replacement of vegetation, primarily trees, with preferred plants for 

forage and watershed purposes such as bitterbrush, fourwing saltbush, 

clover, grass, etc. Also commented that BLM would reseed burn areas. 

5. Question - Does the limited fire control policy apply to fires 

that are man caused or purposely set? Response - Origin of a fire would 

be considered in the fire plan to be developed. The l.imited control 

policy generally would be applicable to naturally caused fires. 

Questions ended at 8:30 P.M. Comments in writing or orally were 

invited during the comment period which ends on May 18, 197'8. 
.* 



Kanab - Escalante Public Meeting 

Name 

Karen Snethen 

Brian Beard 

Margaret Pettis P.O. Box 1231, SLC, Utah 84110 

Kent D. Johnson 

Michael Whitney 

Linda Lottman 

Jim Whelan 

Robert Buhler 

K. Bruce Isom 

Taylor Isom 

Brian Isom 

Michael A. Hatfield 

Dave Robertson 

Jana L. McKinney 

Marv & Pam Poulson 

Martia Banning 

Becky Roberts 

John C. Holland 

John Hawkes 

Melinda Sowerby 

Richard S. Cutler 

Jim Harvey 

9200 No. 4506 W. Pleasant Grove Self Barbara Harvey 
Brooke & Terry Williams 1520 Garfield Ave. 

Leslie Dillon I 3322 Austin Hall 

Salt Lake City 

April 30, 1979 

Address Representing 

495 East Center, Logan,. Utah 84321 Sierra Club 

93 East 1st South, Logan, Utah 84321 Sierra Club 

753-0987 

High Unita 

Wilderness 

Coalition 

1490 Beverly Drive, Ogden, Utah 84403 

801 Tribune Building UP1 

1204 Sherman U.S. Steel 

2461 Emerson Avenue Troop 197 

2171 King Street Troop 197 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

550 California St., San Fran., Ca Utah Inter- 

national 

550 California St., San Fran., Ca Utah Inter- 

national 

3936 Sunny Dale Drive Utah Audubon 
. 

Society 

360 E. Woodlake Cove #212 Self 

Box 1, Snowbird, Utah 84070 Self 

3068 E. 3960 So., SLC, Utah 84117 Self , 

3068 E. 3960 So., SLC, Utah 84117 Self 

6314 Cobblerock Lane, Holladay, Ut 84121 Self 

143 So. Main, SLC, Utah Salt Lake Tribune 

1634 So. 10th W. Self 

147 No. 200 W., SLC, Utah St. Dept. of 

Agriculture 

Concerned citizens 

Concerned citizen 
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KAFIAB OPEP! HOUSE - Kay 2, 1079 
Bill Dalness 

Perhaps lo-15 people asked questions pertaining to minerals, most related 

to' coal development. The Alton Coal field received the most comment. I 

explained the application of the coal unsuitability to the coal fields. 

The people who asked questions involved local citizens, local government 

representatives and a few from industry (specifically, Utah Inter- 

national and El Paso). One person asked about mineral activity other 

than coal (Uranium, oil and gas). 

ESCALANTE OPEFf HOUSE - Vay 3, 1979 

About 10 perople asked questions concerning minerals, most related to 

coal development - specifically the Kaiparowits Coal field. Local 

citizens, local government representation and the El Paso representative 

who was at Kanab asked questions. Two people asked about other than 

coal development (uranium). Both El Paso and Utah International copied 

the coal unsuitability criteria as it pertains to them from cur maps. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

DATE: May 22, 1979 

w 3 F: Area Manager, Escalante Resource Area 

SUBJECT: Open House, Escalante MFP and Wilderness 

rnernorandu_nl 

l-0: District Manager, Cedar City 

The subject open house was held on Xay 3, 1979 beginning at li@O p.m. 
and ending at 7:30 p.m. Because of space limitations, the topics were 
broken into two groups with range, watershed, and wildlife presented in 
one building and recreation, wilderness, forestry, lands, and minerals 
presented in an adjacent building. 

The majority of visitors came at 1:00 as a group. These were local 
ranchers and representatives of soil conservation districts. Other 
interests came in throughout the remainder of the afternoon. 

Comments of the various interests are summarized on the attached staff 
report. Also attached are letters submitted by the visitors and a 
visitor register. 

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
(REV. 7-76) 
GSA FPhlR(41 CFR) 101-11.6 
5010-112 

.- . . - - .- - ___~ ._. . - , . . . _.- _-.- _ 



STAFF REPORT ON OPEN HOUSE 

BY Jack Brown, Wildlife Biologist, Kanab Area Office 

May 3, 1979 

The open house began at 1:00 p.m. Eighteen ranchers came as a group 
concerned mostly about the grazing reductions. The concerns and com- 
ments vo.iced are summarized below, using as close to the original con- 
text as possible. 

1. Is there really any point in having this meeting now? Why have the 
meeting before any decisions are made (issued)? 

2. June grass and other annuals were not given enough consideration in 
the survey nor in yearly stocking rates. 

3. An outside source (non-BLM) should conduct another survey to check 
the BLM survey. The statement was made by Doyle Cottam that the SCS had 
voluntered to do the survey. 

4. People do not trust BLM. 
plans. _ 

TheBLM has welched on their end of past 

5. Cuts will put them out of business. 

6. Are there any other places cattle can be put until the improvements 
are done to save getting rid of the livestock? 

7. We challenge the validity of the survey. It was done in a drought 
year. It was done by unqualified people. Surveys were run only around 
water areas. 

8. The men in BLM should use horses and see the area.. Don't drive 
around in trucks and tear up the range. 

9. The range is as good as it was 50 to 70 years ago and now they run 
less livestock. 



STAFF REPORT ON OPEN HOUSES 

May 2, 1979 - Kanab, Utah 
May 3, 1979 Escalante, Utah 

by Rex Wells, Outdoor Recreation Planner 
Escalante Resource Area 

Generally, most people who attended both the Kanab and Escalante open 
houses were against wilderness. Very few of the people were very inter- 
ested in the MFP recreation recommendations and were most concerned with 
wilderness. Most people still do not understand the inventory process, 
and thought we were recommending wilderness at this stage. Some of the 
complaints were reduced when we explained we were only recommending 
areas for further study. 

Ranchers were generally concerned about wilderness because they feel 
wilderness designations will cause grazing reductions or lock them out 
of areas. Some of the ranchers admitted some of the public lands are 
"wilderness" but don't want to see formal designations. They feel the 
lands will stay as they are without the designation. 

The oil-, gas, and coal companies seemed to be more concerned about the 
intensive inventory and interim management than with the wilderness 
program in general. They were concerned with the restrictions on explo- 
ration in areas recommended for further study. Some of the companies 
(El Paso Natural Gas and Wichita Industries) were considering conducting 
their own inventories of areas. They also wish to be informed when we 
conduct the intensive inventory on areas in which they have leases. 
They are willing to send representatives to come along when we study the 
areas. 

In the Kanab open house, it seemed that the majority of the people who 
attended came to see the wilderness information. In Escalante, the 
range reductions seemed to be the major "attraction", with wilderness a 
close second. 

In general, I think both open houses were successful. We were able to 
clear up some misconceptions about the initial inventory and what we are .t 
trying to do. 



KANAB - ESCALAF!TE UILCERNESS AND PLANNING 

Open House Reetings 

Flay 2 and 3, 1979 
Jack Brown 

Wildlife Comr?ents 

Kanab. One person commented that the deer and her cattle-were 

getting along fine in Bater Canyon and she did not see why her cattle 

needed to be fenced out of the area. 1 explained that it was a multiple 

resource recommendation based upon riparian habitat protection, recrea- 

tional use, and water quality protection for the city of Fredonia, 

Arizona. She still was not very happy with loosing the area for grazing. 

Kanab and Escalante. Other wildlife comments were concerned with 

how wildlife needs would affect grazing on various allotments. I told 

them that except for riparian areas, wildlife needs would be ret by and 

were compatible with the new grazing surveys and management systems. 

Most people's interest was in range and wilderness proposals. 
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Staff Report 
Open Houses Kanab-Escalante 

May 2-3, 1979 
Paul G. Boos 

Open houses on the planning effort and initial wilderness inventory on 
May 2-3, 1979 were very well attended. The wilderness inventory and VRM 
inventory were the key issues of public concern at the Kanab open house. 
The visitors were mostly comprised of special interest groups (Nevada 
Power, Friends of the Earth, Utah Power & Light, etc.) with only a few 
local individuals. Escalante on the other hand were represented nearly 
all by individuals of local interest. Ranchers and cattlemen were best 
represented. Hardy Redd- local State representative attended, to ex- 
press concern about wilderness. The most important topic of discussion 
at Escalante was grazing reductions and wilderness. 

There was general acceptancs of all the recreation recommendations on 
designations of recreation lands and ORV designations at Kanab. A 
commenlb to include Starlight Canyon and Arch (Paria MFP) was made and 
appears to be a good recommendation. 
VRM affecting coal mining. 

Some concern was expressed over 
Several concerned citizens were opposed to 

the Alton Coal proposals for slurry lines and export of ground water. 

Comments on wilderness at Kanab were mixed. Most did not understand the 
inventory system. Comments generally favored some wilderness as long as 
it did not affect the commentor personally. Several indicated that 
there was plenty of wilderness now and that BLM and Congress did not 
need to designate any new areas (?). 

Escalante presented a different picture. 'All but one individual was 
against wilderness designation, because they believed wilderness would 
prohibit grazing and mining and "lock up" the land. Most people were 
hostile to BLM for "halting any econrjmic growth from new industry." 
None could see the importance of recreation industry on their economy. 
Again there was general confusion on the wilderness inventory system. 
Many did not see the need to comment because "it would not do any good." 
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REPORT 
PLANNING OPEN HOUSE 

KANAB AREA OFFICE 
MAY 2, 1979 

RICHARD FAGANyYAREA MANAGER 

A open house was held in the Kanab Area Office on Wenesday, May 2, 1979, 
for the purpose of soliciting public input and comments on our Management 
Framework Plan recommendations. 

Approximately fifty people attended the open house between one and seven 
p.m. 

The majority of people did not express any specific concerns regarding 
our planning recommendations. Most people asked questions about what 
our recommendations mean rather than making specific comments. 

A few ranchers made specific comments regarding their proposed grazing 
systems and livestock reductions. These comments are documented in 
detail in each individuals grazing system file. 

The people representing Nevada Power Co. and Utah Internationai expressed 
concern over our proposal to have a coal slurry line proposal down Johnson 
Canyon. They said they would prepare more specific written comments. 

Some residents in the Johnson Canyon area also said they would not allow 
a slurry line to cross their private land. These individuals also said 
they would send us more specific comments later. 



NAME .- 

James Kropf 

John K. Little 

Harry R. Novak 

David B. Crouch 

Michael A. Hatfield 

Gordon Anderson 

George Middleton 

Leonard Wilcock 

Paul Jenkins 

.Norm Cram 

R. A. Gillis 

M. R. McDonald 

Jet Mackelprang 

Kenneth 0. Sewald 

William B. Ellis 

Calvin C. Johnson 

Elson Riggs 

Doug Carroll 

Wallace Ott 

Barbara C. Felton 

Tony Wright 

Glen P. Willardson 

BLM OPEN HOUSE 
May 2, 1979 

(1:00 P.M.K;;a;:OO P.M.) 

(Typed Copy of Attached List) 

REPRESENTING INTEREST 

A.L.I.V.E. Industrial Development 

Kane Co. Chamber of Commerce _ 
East Canyon Investigation 
First Universal Church of Kanab 

Nevada Power Company Allen-Warner Valley System 

Utah Inter. Inc. Alton Coal Field 

Utah International Inc. Alton Coal Field 

Friends of the Earth Alton Coal Field 

Garfield Co. Wilderness 

Garfield Co. Wilderness 

Wilderness - Range 

Golden Circle Tours Wilderness 

King Camel Coal Co. Mineral 

Self Wilderness 

Self Wilderness 

Wichita Industries, Inc. Oil & Gas Explor. 

Utah Power & Light Wilderness 

Rancher Livestock 

Rancher Livestock 

Ranch Bauk Livestock-Farm Business 

Garfield County Comm. 

Springdale Town Alton Coal Field 

El Paso Nat. Gas Coal 

Garkane Power R/W's, Plants, etc. . - 



BLM OPEN HOUSE LIST CONTINUED 

NAME 

Lynn Goodfellow 

Michael Coffeen 

Roger L. Sansser 

Jack Maxwell 

Caroline Lippincott 

L. S. Lippincott 

Bob Russel 

Dale E. Clarkson 

Terry Griffith 

LeMoyne Esplin 

Lola Esplin 

Dave Ulrey 

Ronald Heaton 

Rex Bauer 

Rosemary Richardson 

Glen Wells 

Anthony D. Beals 

John R. Stearns 

Preston Bunting 

Robert D. Ramsey Sr. 

Doug Crosby 

Robert D. Houston 

Burton Honey 

C. W. Brinkerhoff 

Kathleen Brinkerhoff 

REPRESENTING 

Self/Rancher 

DWR 

Self 

Garkane Power 

Self 

Se1 f 

Kane County 

Deer Springs Ranch 

Service Station 

Self/Rancher 

Livestock 

Self/State Bank 
of Southern Utah 

Chairman -.SCS Comm. 

Utah Power & Light Co. 

Utah Power & Light Co. 

USDA - SCS 

Stearns Corp. 

Livestock 

Self 

Self 

Kane County 

Self 

Self 

Self 

INTEREST 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness _ 

Whatever 

Whatever 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Power Corridors 

Conservation 

Housing 

Grazing 

Everything. 

Wilderness 

Everything 

Same 

Grazing 

Grazing 
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BLM OPEN HOUSE LIST CONCLUDED 

NAME REPPESENTING .- 

Robert Ramsey Sr. 

Theo McAllister 

INTEREST 

. 

“-..T.. . _. . ,. 
. 
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BLM OPEN HOUSE MAY 2, 1979 (1:OO p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) 
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BLM OPEN HOUSE MAY 2, 1979 (1:OO p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) 

NAME REPRESENTING INTEREST 
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BLM OPEN HOUSE MAY 2, 1979 (1:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) . 
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Follo*tiing the meetings, nearly one hundred (100) letters were received to 
be considered in decision making. The letters can generally be divided 
into four 

1. 

categories. 

About eighty (80) letters expressed opposition to coal develop- 
ment at Alton. Nest of these came in the same written format, 
scme on a printed or typed form, listing the basic problems 
with mining at Alton to be: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

90 

h .- 

Many only 
that such 

Visfbility from Zion and Bryce National Parks would be reduced. 

Possible damage to geologic structures in Bryce from blasting. 

Loss of water used for slurry. 

Potential misuse of land for housing, etc. 

Detrimental impacts to wildlife and rural qualities. 

Potential discouragment of tourism. 

Increase in criminality , social problems and taxes. 

Violation of "VRM 2". 

objected specifically to mining in "VRM 2" areas and asked 
areas be declared unsuitable for mining. 

Some of these letters were duplicates sent. in by the same individual,. 
and in other cases the letter took the form of petitions which were 
signed by some individuals who had sent in other letters. 

2. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

About fifteen (15) letters encouraged development, particularly 
coal, to enchance economic conditions. Some of these were 
sent using the same format. It appears some of these letters 
may have been prompted by a resolution made by the Garfield 
County Commission which was also sent as a comment on plans. 
Basic contents of the letters are: 

Opposition to wilderness and roadless areas. . , 

Favor "all economic development; roads, minerals, coal, lumber". 

Area already surrounded by parks. 

Roadless areas "discriminate on the handicapped, young children 
and non hikers". 

\ 
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